A comparative analysis of EU funding and policy support structures : Report to Scotland Europa (Scottish Enterprise) by Bachtler, John et al.
Strathprints Institutional Repository
Bachtler, John and Vironen, Heidi and Michie, Rona (2007) A comparative 
analysis of EU funding and policy support structures : Report to 
Scotland Europa (Scottish Enterprise). [Report] , 
This version is available at http://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/38706/
Strathprints is  designed  to  allow  users  to  access  the  research  output  of  the  University  of 
Strathclyde. Unless otherwise explicitly stated on the manuscript, Copyright © and Moral Rights 
for the papers on this site are retained by the individual authors and/or other copyright owners. 
Please check the manuscript for details of any other licences that may have been applied. You 
may  not  engage  in  further  distribution  of  the  material  for  any  profitmaking  activities  or  any 
commercial gain. You may freely distribute both the url (http://strathprints.strath.ac.uk/) and the 
content of this paper for research or private study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes without 
prior permission or charge. 
Any  correspondence  concerning  this  service  should  be  sent  to  Strathprints  administrator: 
strathprints@strath.ac.uk
  
 
 
 
 
Scotland Europa: EU Funding 
Programmes 2007-2013: 
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding 
and Policy Support Structures 
 
Final Report to Scotland Europa 
(Scottish Enterprise)  
 
John Bacht ler, Heidi Vironen and Rona Michie 
 
 
 
 
 
European Policies Research Cent re 
University of St rathclyde 
40 George St reet  
Glasgow G1 1QE 
United Kingdom 
 
Tel: +44-141-548-3061 
Fax: +44-141-548-4898 
e-mail :  j ohn.bacht ler@st rath.ac.uk 
 
September 2007 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding and Policy Support Structures 
Preface 
 
This report  has been prepared for Scot land Europa (Scot t ish Enterprise) as part  of a 
comparat ive analysis of EU funding and policy support  st ructures in Finland, Sweden, 
Ireland, Emilia Romagna (Italy), and Nordrhein West falen (Germany).  
The EU programmes covered in the study include: 
x the EU Framework Programme for Research and Development  (FP); 
x the Compet it iveness and Innovat ion Programme (CIP); 
x the Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP);  
x Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E); and 
x the Community Init iat ive formerly known as Interreg, which in 2007-13 is part  of  
the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.  
The study has been undertaken by a research team from the European Policies Research 
Cent re at  the University of St rathclyde in Glasgow. The research has been managed by 
Professor John Bacht ler, Heidi Vironen and Rona Michie, who have been responsible for the 
development  of the interim, draft  f inal,  and f inal reports. The research has been assisted 
by Professor Douglas Yuill,  as well as Laura Polverari and Dr Sara Davies, who have 
cont ributed to the case study sect ion. 
The study team are grateful to the interviewees in Scotland and in the five case study 
countries/regions who contributed to the research and, in particular, to Marta Smart of 
 Scotland Europa for her advice in the course of the study. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This study provides a comparat ive analysis of EU funding and policy support  st ructures in 
Scot land and f ive comparator count ries and regions: Finland, Sweden, Ireland, Emilia 
Romagna (Italy), and Nordrhein West falen (Germany). Against  a backdrop of declining 
receipts for Scot land from EU St ructural Funds, the quest ion is whether Scot land could 
bet ter exploit  some of the other sources of EU funding, notably: the EU Framework 
Programme for Research and Development  (FP7); the Compet it iveness and Innovat ion 
Programme (CIP); the Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP); Trans-European Networks (TEN-T 
and TEN-E); and the Community Init iat ive, formerly known as Interreg, which in 2007-13 is 
part  of the new Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.   
Specif ically, the obj ect ives of the research were: to provide a brief overview of the 
programmes and how the funding is allocated; to out line the support  models in place for 
at t ract ing EU funding; where possible, to ident ify the priority at tached to EU funding 
support ; to relate the changes in the new programming period to past  performance; and, to 
produce a comparat ive analysis. 
The study was conducted under t ight  t ime pressure and suffered from limited secondary 
source informat ion on the above issues. Notwithstanding the data limitat ions, the results of 
the research suggest  that  Scot t ish Government  authorit ies need to consider several 
important  issues if  they are to maximise the benefits of EU funding for Scot land, 
part icularly under the more ‘ compet it ive’  EU programmes. These include the following. 
x To recognise that  the more ‘ compet it ive’  EU programmes are becoming increasingly 
important  sources of funding, and provide a plat form for greater European 
engagement . This applies to all actors including agencies, local authorit ies, 
universit ies, and in part icular cent ral government .  
x To have suff icient  human resources and funding available for applicants in order to 
improve capabilit ies for at t ract ing funding under such programmes. In the case 
study count ries/ regions, these are considered as essent ial elements, part icularly 
where there is high polit ical priority at tached to the programmes.  
x To have an act ive and st rategic approach at  EU-level. The new demands, and in 
some instances growing resources, mean that  specif ic st rategies are necessary to 
improve interact ion with EU-level actors and to inf luence the future direct ion of  
programmes. 
x To ut il ise a wide range of informat ion sources in a coordinated approach.  Although 
many organisat ions are engaged in providing advice and informat ion, it  is essent ial 
to ensure coordinat ion to avoid overlap and communicate a coherent  message to 
applicants. In the case study count ries/ regions, this is often done through one 
organisat ion (e.g. Government  agency), which may have appointed a specif ic 
person for this task.  
x To ensure a regional focus on programme act ivit ies, which are complementary to 
the nat ional-level st ructures. This will enable a more balanced target ing of actors 
across the count ry, both in terms of quality and quant ity.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Context 
Over the 2007-13 period, Scot land will receive substant ially less funding under EU Cohesion 
policy than in previous years. The St ructural Funds allocat ion for 2007-13 to Lowland & 
Uplands Scot land is €645 million1 (for both ERDF and ESF), compared to some €1277 
million2 for Obj ect ives 2 and 3 in 2000-06. The allocat ion to the Highlands & Islands will fall 
f rom €308 million to €174 million. 
                                                
The mainst ream St ructural Funds programmes are st il l a signif icant  source of funding for 
economic development  in Scot land. However, the reduct ions emphasise the need to look at  
other possible sources of EU funding, for example for R&D, innovat ion, territorial 
cooperat ion, life-long learning or t ransport  and energy proj ects. In part icular, it  is 
important  to ensure that  Scot t ish organisat ions are maximising their possible use of these 
other funding sources. As Table 1 il lust rates, some €78 bill ion has been made available 
under several programmes for the 2007-13 period, most  notably under the EU 7th 
Framework Programme for Research and Development . The new programming period has 
led to an increase in budgets under many of the programmes, further underlining their 
future potent ial.  For instance, funding under the 7th Framework Programme has increased 
to €50.5 billion for 2007-13, from the €17.5 billion allocated under the 6th Framework 
Programme. Much of the funding is allocated on a compet it ive basis, placing the onus on 
organisat ions in the Member States to take advantage of the opportunit ies by submit t ing as 
many good quality applicat ions as possible.  
 
1
 €375.958 million under ERDF and €269.921 million under ESF. 
2
 Under Obj ect ive 2, the funding was divided as follows: Western Scot land €427 million, East  of 
Scot land €256 million, and South of Scot land €73.7 mill ion. Under Obj ect ive 3, the funding was €520 
million. 
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Table 1: Allocation of funds to EU programmes in 2007-13 
Programme Funding (€ bill) Funding allocation process 
7th Framework R&D 
Programme 
50.521 100% compet it ive 
Compet it iveness and 
Innovat ion Programme 
3.62 100% compet it ive 
Lifelong Learning 
Programme 
6.970 85% pre-allocated to Member States 
Trans European Networks 
(TEN-T and TEN-E) 
8.168 80-85% pre-allocated for proj ects set  in the 
Guidelines  
Interreg/ Territorial 
Cooperat ion Obj ect ive 
8. 723 100% pre-allocated indicat ive budget  to Member 
States, but  compet it ive applicat ions under agreed 
programmes 
Total 78.002  
 
Many Scot t ish organisat ions – such as government  departments, development  agencies, 
local authorit ies, universit ies, business organisat ions and NGOs – are act ive in applying for 
these programmes. However, quest ions remain about  whether these funding sources are 
being exploited to their fullest  extent , and whether Scot land has the organisat ional support  
and st rategic approach needed to maximise the potent ial benefits of such funding in 
comparison to other EU count ries and regions.  
1.2 Objectives  
In this context , the aim of this study is to undertake a comparat ive analysis of EU funding 
and policy support  st ructures in f ive comparator count ries and regions: Finland, Sweden, 
Ireland, Emilia Romagna (Italy), and Nordrhein West falen (Germany). The case study 
count ries/ regions have been selected because of their comparabilit y with Scot land in terms 
of size and populat ion, and also due to their perceived success in maximising access to, and 
the impact  of, the broad range of EU funding which is available outside the St ructural 
Funds.  
The EU programmes covered in the study include: 
x the EU Framework Programme for Research and Development  (FP); 
x the Compet it iveness and Innovat ion Programme (CIP); 
x the Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP);  
x Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E); 
x and the Community Init iat ive formerly known as Interreg, which in 2007-13 is part  
of the new Territorial Cooperat ion Object ive.  
For the purposes of the study, it  is important  to note that  the programmes dif fer in terms 
of their funding allocat ion processes. The main emphasis of the study is on those 
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programmes where much of the available funding is allocated on a compet it ive basis (FP7 
and CIP). Count ry/ region support  st ructures are very dif ferent  (or standardised) for the 
other programmes, where funding is: pre-allocated to Member States, but  with compet it ive 
applicat ions under the agreed programmes (Interreg/ Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive); 
mainly pre-allocated to Member States according to various socio-economic criteria (LLP); 
or mainly allocated to proj ects of common interest  (TEN-T and TEN-E). This f inal report  
covers all the programmes in the case studies of Finland, Sweden and Nordrhein-West falen. 
The case studies of Ireland and Emilia Romagna focus mainly on the FP and the 
Interreg/ Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive. 
Specif ically, the obj ect ives of the research are: 
(a) to provide a brief overview of the programmes and how the funding is allocated; 
(b) where possible, to out line the support  models in place for at t ract ing EU funding in 
the case study count ries/ regions, including informat ion on human resources, funding 
to support  the development  of EU applicat ions, targets for EU funding under the 
programmes, and the st rengths and weaknesses of the approach adopted;  
(c) where possible, to ident ify the priority at tached to EU funding support ; to relate the 
changes in the new programming period to past  performance; and  
(d) to produce a comparat ive analysis with results and conclusions.  
A brief review of the current  Scot t ish support  st ructure is also provided. 
1.3 Methodology 
This f inal report  follows the submission of an interim report  on 24 August  2007, and a draft  
f inal report  of 7 September 2007. It  completes the informat ion of the preceding reports, 
part icularly regarding the outstanding case study material,  and the comparat ive analysis 
with results and conclusions.  
The main sources of informat ion have included programme websites, off icial European 
Commission documentat ion, Government / regional websites and publicat ions, newspaper 
art icles and academic reports, as well as telephone interviews.  
In meet ing the obj ect ives of the research, the study involved f ive main stages: an incept ion 
discussion to confirm the remit  of the study, the approach to be adopted and the case 
study count ries/ regions of interest ; interviews and desk research for the case study 
count ries/ regions; the development  of the f irst  interim report  built  upon informat ion 
generated by 24 August  2007; the complet ion of the case study sect ion and ref ining of the 
text ; and the development  of the draft  f inal and f inal reports with results and conclusions. 
It  is important  to note the limitat ions of the research. The study was carried out  over a 
holiday period (July-early September), which limited access to important  sources of 
informat ion, part icularly interviewees. In addit ion, in some of the programmes under study, 
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such as the CIP, the st ructures in place are st il l at  an early stage, and informat ion was 
either not  available or st il l confident ial.   
1.4 Structure 
This f inal report  is divided into three further sect ions: 
Sect ion 2 provides a brief overview of the selected EU programmes (FP, CIP, 
Interreg/ Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive, LLP and TEN) and highlights their respect ive 
funding allocat ion processes (i.e. the degree to which funding is obtained on a compet it ive 
basis as opposed to being pre-allocated by count ry/ region). 
Sect ion 3 includes a summary of the f ive case study count ries/ regions, including, where 
possible, their support  st ructures in place for at t ract ing EU funding, the priority at tached 
to EU funding support , as well as changes in the new programming period in relat ion to past  
performance. Furthermore, the sect ion includes a brief overview of the current  Scot t ish 
support  st ructure.  
Sect ion 4 builds on the informat ion provided in the preceding sect ions and provides a 
comparat ive analysis, with results and conclusions on the main issues that  have emerged 
from the research.  
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2. EU PROGRAMMES AND THE ALLOCATION OF FUNDING 
2.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
The EU Framework Programmes (FPs) are the main f inancial inst ruments through which the 
EU supports research and development  act ivit ies covering a wide variety of scient if ic 
disciplines. They have been implemented since 1984, with the current  seventh phase (FP7) 
covering the period 2007-13. The FP7 has been developed to build on the efforts of the 
preceding programmes in creat ing a European Research Area,  and aims to further  develop 
the ‘ knowledge economy and society’  in Europe. Although building on past  programmes, 
FP7 contains several new elements, such as3:  
x emphasis on research themes rather than on ‘ inst ruments’ ,  which will make the 
programme more f lexible and adaptable to the needs of indust ry;  
x simplif icat ion of it s operat ion to make the programme as st raight forward as 
possible for potent ial part icipants;  
x focus on developing research that  meets the needs of European indust ry through 
the work of Technology Plat forms4 and the new Joint  Technology Init iat ives5;  
x  establishment  of a European Research Council;   
x integrat ion of internat ional cooperat ion in all four FP7 programmes;  
x development  of regions of knowledge, bringing together research partners in a 
region to st rengthen their research potent ial;  and  
x a risk-sharing f inance facilit y aimed at  fostering private investment  in research.  
FP7 is organised in four specif ic programmes corresponding to the main areas of EU 
research policy: Cooperat ion, Ideas, People and Capacit ies. In addit ion, there are 
programmes for non-nuclear act ivit ies of the Joint  Research Cent re and one for Euratom, 
covering nuclear research and t raining act ivit ies.  
The FPs are proposed by the European Commission and adopted by the Council and the 
European Parliament . In the preparat ion process, the Commission takes into account  views 
expressed during a consultat ion with other EU inst itut ions (part icularly the European 
                                                 
3
 ht tp:/ / cordis.europa.eu/ fp7 
4
 European Technology Plat forms (ETP), led by indust ry, provide a framework for stakeholders to 
def ine R&D priorit ies. They are guided and supported by the Commission, which aims to understand 
bet ter how EU research priorit ies align with indust ry’ s needs. There are current ly 31 ETPs, each of 
which has its own St rategic Research Agenda (SRA). In order to implement  their respect ive SRAs, the 
ETPs inf luence indust rial and research policy at  EU, nat ional and regional levels, and encourage public 
and private investments in R&D and innovat ion in key technological areas.  
5
 Joint  Technology Init iat ives are an element  of the new FP7. They provide a way of creat ing new 
partnerships between publicly and privately-funded organisat ions involved in research.  
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding and Policy Support Structures 
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Parliament ) and the EU Member States, as well as those of the scient if ic community, 
indust ry and other stakeholders in European research.  
Following the adopt ion of the FP (and the specif ic programmes), annual work programmes 
are developed for each specif ic programme. These contain more detailed informat ion on 
the specif ic programme, the technical priorit ies, and the calls for proposals. The work 
programmes are prepared on the basis of a wide range of inputs and advice received from 
the European Technology Plat forms, Advisory Groups6 and st rategy documents, events and 
consultat ions, and approved by the respect ive Programme Commit tees7.  
The total budget  for the FP7 is €50.521 bill ion for 2007-13 (with approximately €32.413 
bill ion for Cooperat ion; €7.510 bill ion for Ideas; €4.750 bill ion for People; €4.097 bill ion for 
Capacit ies; and €1.751 bill ion for the JRC). The allocat ion of funding under the FP7 to the 
Member States is based on compet it ive bidding.  
2.2 Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
The Compet it iveness and Innovat ion Programme (CIP) is a new programme launched by the 
Commission, which is intended as a single, coherent  legal basis for all Community act ion 
relat ing to compet it iveness and innovat ion within the framework of the Lisbon St rategy. It  
pulls together a number of exist ing and planned Community programmes including: 
x The Mult iannual Programme for Enterprise and Ent repreneurship (MAP) 
x The Intelligent  Energy-Europe Programme 
x Promot ion and demonst rat ion of environmental technologies covered by the Life 
programme 
x The Modinis, e-Content  and e-TEN programmes 
x Certain innovat ion-related act ivit ies of the Framework Programme for Research and 
Technological Development  
The programme aims include: to encourage the compet it iveness of European enterprises, 
part icularly SMEs; to promote all forms of innovat ion including eco-innovat ion; to 
accelerate the development  of a sustainable, compet it ive, innovat ive and inclusive 
informat ion society; and, to promote energy eff iciency and new and renewable energy 
sources in all sectors, including t ransport 8.   
                                                 
6
 Advisory Groups are set  up by the Commission to receive high-level, independent  and pluralist ic 
advice. These groups are composed of experts chosen by the Commission to cont ribute to and discuss 
the content  of forthcoming themat ic annual working programmes. Names of the members are not  
made public to avoid inf luence from lobbying organisat ions.  
7
 The annual work programmes are approved by the respect ive Programme Commit tees. Programme 
Commit tees include experts from Member States, and representat ives from associate count ries. They 
play a formal role, vote and have to agree on the Commission's management  of programmes. 
8
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The three specif ic programmes under CIP are:  
x Ent repreneurship and innovat ion programme (EIP) 
x ICT policy support  programme (ICT-PSP) 
x Intelligent  energy programme (IEE) 
The development  of the CIP was based on a public stakeholder consultat ion organised by 
the European Commission, and the f inal adopt ion of the programme followed the formal 
decision procedure of the European Parliament  and Council.  Each of the specif ic 
programmes under the CIP have their own annual work programme for implementat ion. The 
development  of the work programmes is led by the Commission, which is assisted by a 
separate Management  Commit tee (composed of CIP part icipat ing count ries’  authorit ies, 
which meet  two to three t imes a year) for each pillar. After the endorsement  of the 
Management  Commit tee, the work programme must  be adopted by the Commission, which 
then manages the act ivit ies through the relevant  Commission departments. 
The CIP has a total budget  of €3.62 billion for 2007-13 (with approximately €2.166 billion 
for the EIP, €728 million for ICT-PSP, and €727 mill ion for IEE). Similar to the FP7, the 
allocat ion of funding under the FP7 to the Member States is based on compet it ive bids.  
2.3 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
For the 2007-13 period, the new Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive focuses ERDF aid on 
three main areas: 
•  development  of economic and social cross-border act ivit ies;  
•  establishment  and development  of t ransnat ional cooperat ion, including bilateral 
cooperat ion between marit ime regions;  
•  increasing the eff iciency of regional policy through interregional promot ion and 
cooperat ion, the networking and exchange of experiences between regional and 
local authorit ies. 
The budget  for the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive as a whole is €7.75 bill ion (2.5 percent  
of the St ructural Funds total) split  as follows: €5.57 bill ion for cross-border, €1.58 bill ion 
for t rans-nat ional and €392 million for interregional cooperat ion. By Decision 2006/ 609/ EC 
(2), the Commission f ixed an indicat ive allocat ion by Member State of the commitment  
appropriat ions for the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive for the period 2007-13 (see Table 
2). These indicat ive allocat ions represent  the cont ribut ion the Member States will make to 
the budgets of the Interreg programmes in which they are part icipat ing. 
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Table 2: Indicative allocations under the Territorial Cooperation Objective 
Country Allocation (€million) Country Allocation (€million) 
Aust ria 257 Latvia 90 
Belgium 194 Lithuania 109 
Bulgaria 179 Luxembourg 15 
Cyprus 28 Malta 15 
Czech Republic 389 Netherlands 247 
Denmark 103 Poland 731 
Estonia 52 Portugal 99 
Finland 120 Romania 455 
France 872 Slovak Republic 227 
Germany 851 Slovenia 104 
Greece 210 Spain 559 
Hungary 386 Sweden 265 
Ireland 151 United Kingdom 722 
Italy 846 Int erregional  445 
Total 8723 
 
Previous Interreg III programmes will cont inue (somet imes in revised form) under the new 
Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive. These Interreg IV programmes have been 
drafted/ prepared by Programme Authorit ies, together with their partners, over the last  
eighteen months, to be agreed and launched during the course of 2007. As previously, 
programmes are managed through Joint  Programme Secretariats with some programmes 
appoint ing specif ic Regional or Nat ional Contact  Points. Lead partners submit  proj ect  
applicat ions direct ly to Programme Secretariats in response to calls for proposals (usually 
twice per year). The Programme Secretariats evaluate the applicat ions and Steering 
Commit tees take the decisions on proj ect  select ion. 
2.4 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
The European Union's Lifelong Learning Programme is made up of four sectoral programmes 
on school educat ion (Comenius), higher educat ion (Erasmus), vocat ional t raining (Leonardo 
da Vinci) and adult  educat ion (Grundtvig), plus a t ransversal programme focusing on policy 
cooperat ion, languages, informat ion and communicat ion technology and disseminat ion and 
exploitat ion of results. In addit ion, the Jean Monnet  programme focuses on European 
integrat ion and support  for certain key inst itut ions and associat ions act ive in the f ield.  
The proposal for the LLP took into account  an impact  assessment  on educat ion and t raining 
systems, and pract ice in Europe9.  This assessment  was based on: thirty nat ional interim 
reports and the Commission report  on the implementat ion of the Socrates and Leonardo da 
Vinci programmes; let ters from Member States on their views on a new generat ion of 
programmes; an external evaluat ion report  of the Leonardo da Vinci programme and the  
results of the various external evaluat ions of Socrates act ions; and an analysis of a public 
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consultat ion on the future programmes in the f ields of educat ion, vocat ional t raining and 
youth.  
The aim of the new programme for 2007-13 is to cont ribute through lifelong learning to the 
development  of the European Community as an advanced knowledge society, with 
sustainable economic development , more and bet ter j obs and greater social cohesion. It  
aims to foster interact ion, cooperat ion and mobilit y between educat ion and t raining 
systems within the Community, so that  they become a world quality reference10.  The 
programme budget  is €6.970 bill ion for 2007-13 (with 13 percent  allocated to Comenius; 40 
percent  to Erasmus; 25 percent  for Leonardo da Vinci;  and 4 percent  for Grundtvig). 
A total of 85 percent  of the programme’s budget  is decentralised i.e. administered by 
Nat ional Agencies11 in the Member States. The remaining 15 percent  is devoted to act ivit ies 
administered direct ly by the Commission. These include large-scale t ransnat ional proj ects 
and networks within all four sectoral programmes, within the t ransversal programme and in 
the Jean Monnet  programme, as well as the allocat ion of operat ing grants to key 
inst itut ions and associat ions (see Table 3). 
Table 3: Application process under the LLP 
Decentralised actions  Transnat ional mobilit y 
Bilateral and mult ilateral partnerships 
Leonardo da Vinci – mult ilateral proj ects for 
t ransfer of innovat ion 
Centralised actions Mult ilateral proj ects and networks 
Observat ion and analysis 
Operat ing grants 
Unilateral and nat ional proj ects (t ransversal 
programme and Jean Monnet ) 
Accompanying measures 
 
The formulae for the dist ribut ion of funds among Member States for the decent ralised 
act ions, and therefore the funds to be administered by the Nat ional Agencies, are set  out  in 
an annex to the Commission Decision establishing the programme12.  The formulae may 
include the following elements: 
x A minimum amount  allocated to each Member State, to be determined in 
accordance with budgetary availabilit y for the act ion concerned; 
x The remainder to be allocated on the basis of: 
                                                 
10
 ht tp:/ / ec.europa.eu/ educat ion/ programmes/ newprog/ index_en.html 
11
 According to the Decision (1720/ 2006) each Member State should have a nat ional agency (not  a 
Minist ry) responsible for coordinat ing the management  and implementat ion of the LLP.  
12
   Decision No 1720/ 2006/ EC of the European Parliament  and the Council of 15 November 2006 
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o Each Member State’ s total number of: pupils and teachers in school 
educat ion; students and/ or graduates in higher educat ion; teachers in 
higher educat ion inst itut ions; overall populat ion and number of 15-35 year 
olds in relat ion to it ;  and adults. 
o The dif ference in the cost  of living between the Member States. 
o The distance between the capital cit ies of each of the Member States. 
o The level of demand and/ or take-up for the act ion concerned within each 
Member State.  
As an illust rat ion, under the 2007 general call for proposals (which out lines deadlines for 
both cent ralised and decent ralised act ions under the programme), only j ust  over ten 
percent  of the call’ s budget  (c. €784 million) concerned cent ralised act ions. 
2.5 Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E) 
The Treaty on European Union of 1993 gave the Community the task of establishing and 
developing t rans-European infrast ructure networks (TEN) in the areas of t ransport , energy 
and telecommunicat ions. These were to help the implementat ion and development  of the 
internal market  and to reinforce economic and social cohesion. The establishment  of the 
TEN was also to promote Community-wide collaborat ion, to improve the interoperabilit y of 
nat ional networks and facilitate access to them13.  This report  will focus on t ransport  (TEN-
T) and energy (TEN-E), which cont inue to operate into 2007-13. The telecommunicat ions 
sector has been merged into the future Compet it iveness and Innovat ion programme, which 
is covered separately in this report .   
In line with the principle of subsidiarity, the Community has no exclusive competence for 
the development , f inancing or building of infrast ructures; hence the main responsibilit y 
cont inues to lie with the Member States. Nevertheless, the Community cont ributes to the 
development  of the t rans-European infrast ructure networks by providing f inancial support ,  
part icularly at  the outset , for infrast ructures of common interest . For this purpose, the 
Community Guidelines for TEN-T and TEN-E ident ify eligible  ‘ priority proj ects’ ,  ‘ proj ects of 
common interest ’  and ‘ proj ects of European interest ’ ,  (see Box 1: Guidelines for TEN-T and 
TEN-E). Limited funding is also available for proj ects not  included in the Guidelines with 
eligibilit y considered on case-by-case basis.  
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Box 1: Guidelines for TEN-T and TEN-E  
Guidelines for the development of the trans- European transport network (TEN-T) 
The current  Guidelines, adopted in the Decision 884/ 2004, include a list  of 30 priority proj ects to be 
launched before 2020. The proj ects were decided on the basis of proposals made by a working group 
headed by former European Commissioner Karel van Miert .  The proj ects include14:  
x Rail axis Berlin-Verona/ Milan-Bologna-Naples-Messina; 
x High-speed t rain Paris-Brussels/ Brussels-Cologne-Amsterdam-London; 
x High-speed rail axis of south-west  Europe; 
x High-speed rail axis East  (including Paris-St rasbourg-Luxembourg); 
x Convent ional rail/ combined t ransport  (or Betuwe line 2007); 
x Rail axis Lyon-Trieste-Divaca/ Koper-Lj ublj ana-Budabest -Ukrainian border; 
x Motorway axis Igoumenitsa/ Pat ra-Athens-Sofia-Budabest ; 
x Mult imodal axis Portugal-Spain-rest  of Europe; 
x Rail axis Cork-Dublin-Belfast -Stanraer (2001); 
x Malpensa airport  in Milan (completed in 2001); 
x The Øresund Link (completed in 2000); 
x Rail/ road axis Nordic t riangle; 
x Road axis Ireland/ United Kingdom/ Benelux (2010); 
x Rail l ink West  Coast  Main Line (2007); 
x Galileo global navigat ion and posit ioning satellite system (2008); 
x Rail freight  axis across the Pyrenees Sine/ Algeciras-Madrid-Paris; 
x Rail axis Paris-Stut tgart -Vienna-Brat islava; 
x Inland waterway axis Rhein/ Meuse-Main-Danube; 
x Interoperabilit y of the Iberian Peninsula high-speed rail network; 
x Rail axis between Germany and Denmark (Fehmarn Belt );  
x “ Motorways of the sea” : Balt ic Sea, At lant ic Arc, south-east  Europe, western Mediterranean; 
x Rail axis Athens-Sofia-Budapest -Vienna-Prague-Nürnberg/ Dresden; 
x Rail axis Gdansk-Warsaw-Brno/ Brat islava-Vienna; 
x Rail axis Lyon/ Geneva-Base-Duisburg-Rot terdam/ Antwerp; 
x Motorway axis Gdansk-Brno/ Brat islava-Vienna; 
x Rail/ road axis Ireland/ UK/ cont inental Europe; 
x Rail Balt ica railway axis Warsaw-Kaunas-Riga-Tallinn: 
x Eurocaprail on the Brussels-Luxembourg-St rasbourg rail axis; 
x Rail axis on the Ionian Sea/ Adriat ic intermodal corridor; 
x Inland waterway link Seine-Escaut . 
 
The working group consisted of one representat ive from each Member State, one member from each 
acceding count ry, and an observer from the European Investment  Bank. The Group met  on ten 
occasions between December 2002 and June 2003. After having considered 100 proj ects submit ted by 
Member States and acceding count ries, the agreed select ion method included that  the proj ect  had 
to15:  
x be on a main t rans-European axis of the enlarged Europe, taking into account  natural barriers, 
congest ion problems or missing links; 
x have a European dimension and meet  a threshold of €500 million; 
x show potent ial economic viabilit y, other socio-economic benefits and f irm commitments from 
the concerned Member States to complete the proj ect  within an agreed t imeframe. 
 
Addit ional qualitat ive criteria included: 
x European value added of the proj ect , in terms of importance for facilitat ing exchanges between 
Member States; 
x the st rengthening of cohesion; 
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 European Commission, Communit y Guidel ines for t he Development  of  t he Trans-European 
Transport  Net work,  1692/ 93, 23 July 1996 
15
 European Commission (high-level working group), ‘ Priority proj ects for the t rans-European t ransport  
network up to 2020’ , Memo 
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x the cont ribut ion to the sustainable development  of t ransport  while tackling the problems of 
safety and of environmental protect ion and by promot ing modal t ransfer. 
 
The selected 30 priority proj ects take into account  the EU enlargement  of 2004, and establish more 
sustainable mobility plans by concent rat ing investment  on rail and water t ransport . Furthermore, the 
priority proj ects are defined as being in the interest  of the Community to speed up the complet ion of  
the border-crossing sect ions.  
Guidelines for trans-European energy networks (TEN-E) 
In accordance to the current  guidelines, adopted in Decision (1364/ 2006), eligible TEN-E proj ects are 
ranked into three categories, with the highest  priority given to ‘ proj ects of European interest ’ :  
x Proj ects of common interest , which relate to the elect ricity and gas networks. These must  
display potent ial economic viabilit y, which is assessed by means of a cost -benefit  analysis in 
terms of the environment , the security of supply and territorial cohesion. (These are listed in 
Annexes II and III to the Decision). 
x Priority proj ects, which are selected from among the proj ects of common interest . Eligible 
proj ects must  have a signif icant  impact  on the proper funct ioning of the internal market , on the 
security of supply and/ or the use of renewable energy sources. (These are listed in Annex I to 
the Decision). 
x Proj ects of European interest , which are of a cross-border nature or which have a signif icant  
impact  on cross-border t ransmission capacity. (These are listed in Annex I to the Decision).  
The Guidelines ref lect  the three main obj ect ives of  Europe’ s energy policy, namely sustainabilit y, 
compet it iveness and security of supply.  
 
Applicat ions for f inancial aid can be submit ted in response to a call advert ised by the 
European Commission. The annual work programmes (for TEN-T and TEN-E) provide further 
details on the obj ect ives and topics which are open for calls. The applicat ions must  be 
submit ted through the intermediary of the Member State concerned or by the body direct ly 
concerned with the agreement  of the Member State. In most  instances, applicat ions for 
f inancial aid are submit ted in support  of the implementat ion of any of the proj ects set  out  
in the Guidelines. According to the draft  work programme of TEN-T16,  between €6410 
million and €6811 million, represent ing approximately 80-85 percent  of the total amount  of 
€8013 million for TEN-T, will be allocated to proj ects set  in the Guidelines. In similar vein, 
under the TEN-E in 2007 approximately €21.2 million (represent ing 80-85 percent  of the 
2007 Community Funding) will be allocated to proj ects set  in the Guidelines and especially 
to proj ects of European interest 17.  
The Commission evaluates and ident if ies those proj ects that  could qualify for possible 
funding. Subsequent ly, proposals are evaluated by independent  experts on the basis of the 
award criteria. Following expert  evaluat ion, the Commission draws up a f inal list  and a 
reserve list  of proposals. At  this stage, it  also takes into account  the available budget , the 
st rategic object ives of the programme and the policy relevance of the proposal. Once the 
f inal and reserve lists are available, the Directorate-General Energy and Transport  launches 
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 Commission Decision of 23 May 2007 establishing a draft  of the mult i-annual work programme for 
grants in the f ield of t rans-European Transport  network (TEN-T) for the period 2007-2013, 
C(2007)2158 
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 Commission Call for proposal, Call TEN Energy 2007, 
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an internal consultat ion within the Commission to receive comments and to verify any risk 
of double f inancing of the listed proj ects. The f inal proposals for funding are submit ted to 
the vote of the respect ive Financial Assistance Commit tees (separate for TEN-T and TEN-E), 
which are composed of the representat ives of  the Member States’  governments. After the 
European Parliament ’ s right  of scrut iny (droit  de regard),  the procedure for grant ing aid for 
the selected proj ects can start 18.  In this context , it  is generally known that  the f inal 
funding allocat ions to proj ects have also been inf luenced by a so-called ‘ fair-share’  
principle, which takes into considerat ion the GDP of the count ry. This has ensured a more 
balanced dist ribut ion of funds to count ries rather than to proj ects. In the future, it  is less 
likely that  this ‘ fair share’  principle will be used, part icularly with the increased emphasis 
on priorit ised and European proj ects. (See Box 2: Proj ect  select ion criteria for TEN-T and 
TEN-E). 
Box 2: Project selection criteria for TEN-T and TEN-E 
According to the proj ect  select ion criteria of the Regulat ion (680/ 2007), Community aid is granted on 
a priority basis to proj ects according to their cont ribut ion to the obj ect ives set  out  in the Amsterdam 
Treaty of 1997 and in their respect ive Guidelines.  
For TEN-T, special at tent ion is given to the following proj ects: 
x Priority proj ects; 
x Proj ects to eliminate bot t lenecks, in part icular in the framework of priority proj ects; 
x Proj ects submit ted or supported j oint ly by at  least  two Member States, in part icular those 
involving cross-border sect ions; 
x Proj ects cont ribut ing to the cont inuity of the network and the opt imisat ion of it s capacity; 
x Proj ects cont ribut ing to the improvement  of the qualit y of service offered on TEN-T and 
which promote, inter alia through act ion relat ing to infrast ructure, the safety and security of 
users and ensure interoperabilit y between nat ional networks; 
x Proj ects relat ing to the development  and deployment  of t raff ic management  systems in rail,  
road, air,  marit ime, inland waterway and coastal t ransport  which ensure interoperabilit y 
between nat ional networks; 
x Proj ects cont ribut ing to the complet ion of the internal markets; and 
x Proj ects cont ribut ing to the re-balancing of t ransport  modes in favour of the most  
environmentally-friendly ones, such as inland waterways. 
 
For TEN-E, special at tent ion is given to the proj ects of European interest  that  cont ribute to: 
x The development  of the network so as to st rengthen economic and social cohesion by 
reducing the isolat ion of the less-favoured and island regions of the Community; 
x The opt imisat ion of the capacity of the network and the complet ion of the internal energy 
market , in part icular proj ects concerning cross-border sect ions; 
x The security of energy supply, diversif icat ion of  sources of energy supplies and, in part icular, 
interconnect ions with third count ries; 
x The connect ion of renewable energy resources; and 
x The safety, reliabilit y and interoperabilit y of interconnected networks. 
 
The funding decisions also take account  of: 
x The maturity of the proj ect ; 
x The st imulat ive effect  on public and private f inance; 
x The soundness of the f inancial package; 
x Socio-economic effects; 
x Environmental consequences; 
x The need to overcome f inancial obstacles; and  
x The complexity of the proj ect  (e.g. in the case of cross-border proj ects) 
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 European Commission Guides for Applicants for Trans European Energy Networks and Trans 
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According to the Regulat ion 680/ 2007 laying down the rules for grant ing Community aid in 
the f ield of TEN, the Community aid for TEN-T priority proj ects is a maximum of 20 percent  
of the eligible costs (and a maximum of 30 percent  for cross-border sect ions). For proj ects 
in the f ield of t ransport  other than priority proj ects and TEN-E priority proj ects, the 
maximum level is 10 percent . However, considering that  under TEN-E, the budget  is mainly 
intended for f inancing feasibilit y studies (for which the Community share is 50 percent  of 
the eligible costs), other Community Inst ruments should be used to part -f inance 
investments, for instance the St ructural Funds in the Convergence regions. Hence, the 
allocat ion of TEN funding is to serve as a catalyst  for start ing up proj ects, and the Member 
States are responsible for raising the maj ority of the funding. Under TEN-T, most  funding is 
provided by the public authorit ies of the Member States and, under TEN-E, by the private 
sector. 
The f inancial framework for 2000-06 allocated €4600 million to TEN, of which €4170 million 
went  for t ransport  and €430 million for energy and telecommunicat ions networks. In 
addit ion, St ructural Funds have cont ributed approximately €20,000 million to TEN proj ects 
in 2000-06, part icularly through the Cohesion Fund in Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. 
Other funding sources for TEN have included aid from the European Investment  Bank (EIB). 
In the period 1995-05, the EIB granted loans for TEN proj ects totalling approximately 
€50,000 million. The private sector has also been increasingly encouraged in it s 
cont ribut ions not  least  through the Commission’ s Green Paper on Public-Private 
Partnerships of April 2004 and the Commission’ s Communicat ion of March 2005 on the 
design of an EU loan guarantee inst rument  for TEN-T proj ects. The lat ter is intended as an 
inst rument , which provides support  for specif ic types of PPPs. The aim is to st imulate 
private sector investment  in priority TEN-T proj ects by providing credit  assistance19.   
In the new f inancial period 2007-13, there will be approximately €8,013 million will be 
allocated to the area of t ransport  and €155 million to energy. In the Commission proposal 
for an amendment  (COM(2006)0245) to the general rules for grant ing of Community aid in 
the f ield of TEN (which is current ly going through the legislat ive procedure between the 
Council and Parliament ), the funding levels are feared to be insuff icient  to complete the 
envisaged proj ects20,  and therefore it  is proposed that  the limited Community resources 
(which are to complement  nat ional public or private sources) should be focused on certain 
categories of proj ects which provide the greatest  added value for the network as a whole. 
These include, in part icular, cross-border sect ions and proj ects aimed at  removing 
bot t lenecks. In addit ion, it  is proposed that  the rates of support  should be modif ied for 
certain categories of proj ects (e.g. for certain waterways, ERMTS/ ETCS or the SESAR 
programme).  
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 European Parliament  Fact  Sheets, www.europarl.europa.eu/ facts/ 4_6_2_en.htm 
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 Although nearly doubling the previous budget  framework, the 2007-13 budget  agreement  for TEN 
between the Council and the European Parliament  represents only 40 percent  of the amount  init ially 
proposed for TEN-T and 45 percent  of the amount  for TEN-E.  
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3. POLICY SUPPORT STRUCTURES FOR EU FUNDING: CASE 
STUDIES  
Having described the various funding programmes, this sect ion of the report  examines the 
policy support  st ructures of selected count ries and regions to understand how they seek to 
maximise funding from the EU programmes.  
The f ive case study count ries/ regions (Finland, Sweden, Ireland, Emilia Romagna in Italy, 
and Nordrhein West falen in Germany) were selected on the basis of their comparabilit y 
with Scot land in terms of size and populat ion (see Table 4), as well as their perceived 
success in maximising their access to the broad range of EU funding which is available. 
EPRC’ s research expert ise in the case study countries/ regions (e.g. language expert ise, 
access to informat ion), recommendat ions of Scot land Europa, and geographical balance 
were other factors taken into considerat ion when select ing the case study examples.  
Table 4: Case study regions/countries comparability with Scotland 
 Scotland Finland Sweden Ireland Emilia Nordrhein- 
Romagna Westfalen 
Population 5.1 5.2 9.0 4.1 4.1 18.1 
(million) 
Territory  78,772 338,000 450,000 84,412 20,124 34,080 
(sq km) 
GDP (per head 117.5 115.5 120.3 141.1 130.4 115.0 
in PPS) 
Employment:        
1.7 4.8 2.3 5.9 4.4 1.6 x Agriculture 
22.6 25.8 22.0 27.6 35.4 29.9 x Indust ry 
75.7 69.4 75.6 66.5 60.2 68.5 x Services 
Unemployment 5.3 8.4 7.5 4.3 6.4 10.5 
(%) 
R&D 1.3 3.5 4.0 1.2 1.2 1.8 
expenditure (% 
of GDP) 
Lisbon 0.75 0.79 0.93 0.77 0.64 0.53 
indicators (vs. 
EU27 average) 
Source: European Commission (2007) Growing Regions, Growing Europe. Fourt h Report  on Economic 
and Social  Cohesion,  Communicat ion of the Commission, May 2007, (with the except ion of the data on 
territory, which has been added from various sources).  
 
The sect ion will review all the programmes in Finland, Sweden and Nordrhein West falen, 
while in Ireland and Emilia Romagna the focus is mainly on FP and the Interreg/ Territorial 
Cooperat ion Obj ect ive. The f inal part  of this sect ion will provide a brief overview of the 
support  st ructure in Scot land.  
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3.1 Finland 
3.1.1  Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
In Finland, the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry has the overall nat ional responsibilit y for the 
FP, which it  manages in close cooperat ion with the Minist ry of Educat ion. The actual 
implementat ion of the FP is carried out  through agencies operat ing under these Minist ries; 
they operate as the Nat ional Contact  Points (NCPs) and take responsibilit y for the specif ic 
themes under the programme. The main NCPs are the Nat ional Agency for Technology and 
Innovat ion (Tekes)21 and the Academy of Finland22.   Other NCPs are: the Minist ry of Trade 
and Indust ry; the Minist ry of Transport  and Communicat ions; the Minist ry of Educat ion; T&E 
Cent res (in Northern Ost robothnia, Ost robothnia, Oulu, Pirkanmaa, Southwest  Finland and 
South Savo); and the Technical Research Cent re of Finland (VTT). The overall nat ional 
coordinat ion under the FP is undertaken through the Finnish Secretariat  for EU R&D located 
in Tekes, which has the following tasks: 
x to coordinate the informat ion and support  act ivit ies related to the EU’ s R&D 
programmes, which entails for instance informat ion and legal advice about  the 
opportunit ies offered by EU R&D programmes; 
x to collect  data on Finnish part icipat ion in the EU research proj ects;  
x to coordinate the Finnish NCP network, and to be act ive in the European network of 
NCPs; 
x to maintain contacts with the Commission and other key organisat ions; and 
x to cooperate closely with the EU R&D Liaison Off ice in Brussels23.   
Public support  is made available for organisat ions to develop an FP applicat ion, with Tekes 
and the Academy of Finland being the main sources of funding. Tekes provides funding of 
up to €15,000 for signif icant  and large proj ect  proposals, and the Academy of Finland 
provides funding of up to €40,000 for universit ies and research inst itutes for the 
development  of internat ional collaborat ive proj ects, which mainly covers t ravel expenses.  
The current  support  model with the involvement  of dif ferent  authorit ies, such as Tekes and 
the Academy of Finland, is perceived as a st rength due to the st ructure’ s simplicity and also 
due to the organisat ions’  closeness to the potent ial applicants. For instance, Tekes is able 
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 The Nat ional Agency for Technology and Innovat ion (Tekes) is the main government  funding 
organisat ion for R&D in Finland. 
22
 The Academy of Finland is a funding organisat ion for scient if ic research under the Minist ry of 
Educat ion. 
23
 The Finnish Liaison Off ice in Brussels is composed of representat ives from Tekes and the Academy 
of Finland. The Off ice facilitates Finnish cont ribut ions to EU research programmes and other European 
R&D and innovat ion opportunit ies. It  also creates and maintains contacts with the EU inst itut ions and 
other European R&D players. 
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to offer it s services in the Finnish regions through a network of T&E Cent res24.  On the other 
hand, the weakness of the st ructure is related to the constant  need for further human 
resources to work with the demands of the new programme.  
With respect  to human resources, the total number of personnel dedicated to the FP is 
dif f icult  to est imate, as this varies between the organisat ions involved. For instance, at  the 
Finnish Secretariat  for EU R&D (i.e. Tekes), there are six staff  members dealing with the FP 
alongside their other responsibilit ies. In addit ion, there are personnel dealing with the 
programme at  the Academy of Finland, at  the different  Minist ries, and in other 
organisat ions, such as in the regional T&E Cent res.  
Although nat ional programmes are a key priority in Finland, part icipat ion in the EU 
programmes is becoming increasingly important , not  least  considering the increased budget  
of the FP for 2007-13. There are no precise f igures in terms of targets of EU funding to be 
generated under the FP. The obj ect ive is rather to achieve results both in quant ity and 
quality that  bring addit ional value.  
With an evaluat ion of FP6 current ly ongoing, it  is too early to assess how future st rategies 
can be improved and developed from past  experience. There are, however, some 
preliminary data as to the success of the previous programme based on the data released 
by the Finnish Secretariat  for EU R&D (i.e. Tekes): 
x Finland won a total of €365 million in the bidding processes, with a total 
part icipat ion in 1052 proj ects between 2002-06.  
x The most  popular themes (with highest  levels of part icipat ion) under the FP6 were 
‘ informat ion society technologies’  as well as ‘ l ife sciences, genomics and 
biotechnology for health’ ,  although a relat ively high number of part icipants were 
also registered under the theme ‘ nanotechnologies and nano-sciences, knowledge-
based mult ifunct ional materials and new product ion processes and devices’ .  
x The Finnish performance in terms of bidding success was calculated as being 
somewhat  above (approximately 25 percent ) the average rate at  the EU level 
(approximately 18 percent ). There were of course signif icant  variat ions between 
the dif ferent  sub-programmes.  
3.1.2  Competit iveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
The st ructure for the CIP in Finland is st il l under development . The cent ral–level 
management  and coordinat ion responsibilit y lies with the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry. It  
has been decided that  there will be one representat ive (each of which will also have a 
deputy) at tending the EU-level management  commit tee meet ings, which exist  for each of  
the three st rands of the programme. Under the Ent repreneurship and Innovat ion st rand, as 
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 T&E Cent res (current ly 15 Cent res throughout  Finland) provide advisory and development  services 
for businesses and individuals. They operate under the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry and are based 
on the combined forces of the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry, the Minist ry of Labour and the Minist ry 
of Agriculture and Forest ry. 
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well as the Intelligent  Energy st rand, the representat ives will be from the Minist ry of Trade 
and Indust ry, and under the ICT policy support  programme, from the Minist ry of Transport  
and Communicat ions. To coordinate the work of these three nat ional representat ives, an ad 
hoc commit tee will be set  up, which will also invite a representat ive from Tekes. This is, 
however, st il l under development . In addit ion, under the new EU-level Execut ive Agency of 
CIP, which will provide technical and administ rat ive support  for the Member States, there 
will be a person from the Finnish Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry liaising with the Agency.  
The support  mechanisms for potent ial applicants are expected to include the following:  
x The off icial Commission CIP website, which will be t ranslated into Finnish. The user 
manual on the website (which is st il l under development ) is expected to provide all 
the necessary informat ion for proj ect  applicants. 
x The EU-wide Euro Info Cent res (EIC) and Innovat ion Relay Cent res (IRC), will 
provide informat ion for businesses regarding the programme. In Finland, the Euro 
Info Cent re is located in the Helsinki Region Chamber of Commerce (social 
economy), in the Turku T&E Cent re (internat ionalisat ion, business cooperat ion and 
EU funding) and in the Chamber of Commerce of Vaasa (SME assistance). The 
Innovat ion Relay Cent re services in turn are provided by Tekes, which is supported 
by three staff  members, including the director, technology expert  and a proj ect  
secretary. Tekes will work in close cooperat ion with Licent ia Ltd25,  Technopolis 
Ventures Ltd26,  Technopolis Ventures Oulutech Ltd27,  Hermia Business Development  
Ltd28,  Kuopion Teknologiakeskus Teknia Ltd29,  and Turku Science Park Ltd30,  all of 
which have one representat ive in charge of the Innovat ion Relay Cent re dut ies. The 
Innovat ion Relay Cent res in Finland also work closely with the regional T&E Cent res 
and with the Finnish Science Park Associat ion (TEKEL)31.  
x The specif ic FINCIP informat ion point  dedicated to the CIP programme in Finland. It  
will work under the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry and use the services of the 
Finnish Science Park Associat ion (TEKEL), Tekes, T&E Cent res and the Cent ral 
Chamber of Commerce. FINCIP will be an informat ion point  solely for the CIP. 
Although the FINCIP has already been approved by the Commission, it  is st il l under 
development . 
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 Licent ia Ltd commercialises invent ions and technologies. 
26
 Technopolis Ventures Ltd is the largest  business incubator in Finland. 
27
 Technopolis Ventures Oulutech is the branch of Technopolis Ventures in Oulu. 
28
 Hermia Business Development  Ltd offers professional consultat ion services for technology start -up 
companies and for potent ial ent repreneurs.  
29
 Kuopion Teknologiakeskus Teknia Ltd is a business service organizat ion for technology businesses.  
30
 Turku Science Park Ltd promotes the growth of  high-tech businesses in southwest  Finland.  
31
 Finnish Science Park Associat ion (TEKEL) is a nat ionwide cooperat ion network of science parks and 
technology cent res. It  also acts as a mediator between policymakers and science parks.   
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x Coordinat ion between the dif ferent  EU and nat ional programmes is also provided by 
the regional T&E Cent res, who will have representat ives t rained to deal with all the 
dif ferent  programmes (EU and nat ional) on offer. 
x Funding for the development  of a CIP applicat ion is yet  to be decided. Any such 
funding is expected to be limited.  
Policy-makers perceive the programme to be less important  than FP7. It  is generally 
considered that  separat ing research and innovat ion is not  necessarily the ideal solut ion, as 
innovat ion should form an important  part  of R&D act ivit ies. However, the environment  and 
innovat ion technology aspects, and generally the commercialisat ion of innovat ion under the 
CIP, is expected to at t ract  part icular interest  amongst  Finnish applicants, as the funding in 
this context  from the EU level is more at t ract ive than what  is available current ly at  the 
nat ional level. In this respect , the aim is to obtain a share of funding, which is at  least  
equivalent  to Finland’ s populat ion share of the EU.  
3.1.3  Interreg /  Territorial Cooperation Objective 
In Finland, the Minist ry of the Interior has the cent ral-level responsibilit y for territorial 
cooperat ion. It  provides guidance in the development  of the various programmes and 
approves the programmes prior to their submission to the Commission. In the future, some 
changes to its current  role will follow the merger of the units for regional development  
from the Minist ries of Trade and Indust ry, Labour and Interior at  the beginning of 2008. In 
past  years, the Minist ry has employed four full-t ime employees for Interreg and 
neighbourhood programmes, although this has now been reduced to three due to lack of 
f inancial resources.  
At  the regional level, the Regional Councils32 take part  in the preparat ion, coordinat ion, 
implementat ion, part icipat ion and monitoring of the Interreg/ territorial cooperat ion 
programmes as part  of their wider role as regional development  actors. Regional Councils 
may part icipate in the programme as a regional contact  point , as a representat ive in the 
programme commit tees, and also as a proj ect  partner.   
There are no specif ic cent ral-level support  mechanisms for territorial cooperat ion 
programmes, and much of the process of communicat ion to at t ract  applicants is left  to the 
Secretariats of the individual programmes. This part ly ref lects the fact  that  Finland has 
generally been performing well in terms of part icipat ion rates in the various programmes 
(i.e. what  Finland is cont ribut ing to the programmes, is received back), and that  this has 
not  been raised as a concern (either at  the regional or cent ral level).  Another reason why 
addit ional support  mechanisms have not  been int roduced is simply due to the focus on 
European-wide cooperat ion, rather than on maximising Finnish part icipat ion. The 
Commission has been support ive of this approach, and has generally discouraged count ries 
from monitoring count ry-specif ic data. Despite the absence of specif ic support  st ructures, 
the cent ral level is somewhat  more involved in the t ransnat ional programmes than under 
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the other programme st rands, for which there are larger-scale informat ion events at  the 
beginning of the programme phase, public consultat ions, and other disseminat ion act ivit ies. 
In this context , it  is also important  to note that  there is a relat ively high degree of  
f lexibilit y33 for proj ect  applicants in searching for nat ional co-funding from Finland, most  of 
which is provided by the State (at  the same levels as the ERDF cont ribut ion) and which is 
budgeted in advance for this purpose. 
Table 5 provides data on Finland’ s part icipat ion in Interreg and the Territorial Cooperat ion 
Obj ect ive. 
Table 5: Programmes under Interreg (2000-06) and Territorial Cooperation Objective 
(2007-13) in Finland 
2000-06  Programmes 2007-13  Programmes 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x Skägården 
x Kvarken-Mit tSkandia 
x North 
x Southern Finland 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x North  
x Botnia-At lant ica  
x Cent ral Balt ic  
Transnat ional (st rand 
B) 
x Northern Periphery 
 
Transnat ional 
(st rand B) 
x Balt ic Sea 
x Northern Periphery 
Neighbourhood 
programmes (2004-
2006) 
x Karelia 
x South-East  Finland 
x Kolarct ic 
x Balt ic Sea 
ENPI Finland-Russia 
 
3.1.4 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
The Minist ry of Educat ion is responsible for educat ion legislat ion and policy in Finland. It  
takes the overall ministerial responsibilit y for the LLP by cont ribut ing to the formulat ion 
and development  of the programme at  the EU level. The implementat ion of the programme 
is delegated to the Cent re of Internat ional Mobility and Exchange (CIMO) operat ing under 
the Minist ry. CIMO administers nat ional and internat ional scholarship and exchange 
programmes in Finland and is responsible for the implementat ion of a number of EU 
educat ion, t raining, youth and cultural programmes, including the LLP34.  For the purposes 
of the LLP, CIMO employs approximately 30 staff .   
The organisat ional st ructure in place in Finland is very much in line with the Commission 
guidance on how the new integrated programme should be managed (i.e. simplif ied 
st ructure for a simplif ied programme). In the past , CIMO shared these funct ions with the 
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 In other count ries such as Sweden, nat ional co-funding for Interreg is not  budgeted in advance. This 
can lead to a situat ion where partners are unable to obtain nat ional co-f inancing for Interreg 
proj ects, if  funds have been spent  on other purposes.  
34
 Minist ry of Educat ion, ‘ Intermediate report  on the implementat ion of the SOCRATES Programme in 
Finland’ , September 2003 
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Nat ional Board of Educat ion35,  which st ill takes responsibilit y for act ivit ies that  do not  
involve allocat ion of funding to the applicants (including: Europas; the informat ion network 
of Educat ion in Europe (Eurydyce); and other informat ion exchange act ivit ies). Other 
changes to CIMO’ s role concern the t ransfer of monitoring responsibilit y to the Minist ry, a 
task which was formerly carried out  by CIMO direct ly to the Commission.   
Although CIMO retains the overall nat ional responsibilit y for implementat ion of the LLP (it  is 
considered that  as Finland is relat ively small,  there is no need to have a broader st ructure), 
the State Provincial Off ices36 assist  CIMO in making informat ion about  the Grundtvig and 
Comenius programmes available at  the regional level. This is a complementary funct ion to 
CIMO’ s services and has received posit ive feedback from part icipants. 
Finland does not  have an off icial st rategy for the programme, but  the development  plan of 
the Minist ry states that  Finland should aim to maximise part icipat ion in the programme and 
gain benefits and experience from proj ects. This is a slight  shif t  in emphasis from the start  
of the programmes in the mid-1990s. Then, the key aim was simply to maximise 
part icipat ion (i.e. almost  in terms of quant ity over quality), whereas now more emphasis is 
placed also on qualitat ive issues, such as beneficial results of the proj ects and valuable 
experiences.  
Support  mechanisms to maximise part icipat ion from Finland have remained more or less 
unchanged from the past  programmes, and include: 
x events (for instance an opening event  for the LLP on 19 September 2007), with each 
sub-programme organising more targeted events usually two to three t imes prior to 
a call;  
x so-called ‘ advisory clinics’ ,  which are regularly organised by CIMO to advise 
potent ial applicants; and 
x a website (www.cimo.f i) and various newslet ters (including a rapid elect ronic 
newslet ter for targeted e-mailing).  
With the above methods and CIMO’ s already established network, the Finnish authorit ies 
consider that  that  they cover all the relevant  target  audiences.  
The polit ical priority at tached to the programme has not  changed signif icant ly. Although 
nat ional act ivit ies take a priority at  the cent ral level, EU programmes are important  in the 
context  of internat ionalisat ion. It  is clear that  Finland has done well in the past , and there 
is a general sat isfact ion with the programmes, which f it  with the priorit ies of Finnish 
educat ion policy. It  is expected that  the Finnish share under the new programme will be in 
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 The Nat ional Board of Educat ion is responsible for developing educat ion and the curriculum in the 
school system within the framework of nat ional policy. It  also provides administ rat ive and f inancial 
guidelines and services for schools and educat ional inst itut ions. 
36
 The six State Provincial Off ices in Finland act  as the j oint  regional authority for seven minist ries in 
social and health care; educat ion and culture; police administ rat ion, rescue services; t raff ic 
administ rat ion; compet it ion and consumer affairs; and j udicial administ rat ion. 
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l ine with the Finnish cont ribut ion to the programme (even possibly exceeding this)37.  
Regarding funding levels, the Minist ry of Educat ion will award a total of €761,500 for the 
implementat ion of LLP (and Erasmus Mundus-programme) as nat ional co-funding38.  
3.1.5 Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E) 
TEN-T is under the responsibilit y of Minist ry of Transport  and Communicat ions, which has 
one person dedicated to such act ivit ies (alongside other dut ies). The Minist ry represents 
Finland at  the EU-level commit tees and coordinates the implementat ion of TEN-T in 
Finland. One of the key tasks of the Minist ry is to ident ify proj ects to be submit ted to the 
Commission.  
Formerly, this process involved formal consultat ions with the Road and Rail 
Administ rat ions, as well as with the Regional Councils39 regarding their specif ic needs. The 
process has now become more st reamlined with the Minist ry consult ing solely it s own 
administ rat ive sector (although this does not  necessary mean that  the Minist ry is fully 
aware of regional needs). The Minist ry is assisted in this process by a consultant  (St rafica 
Ltd), who analyses the Commission guidelines and regulat ions, and advises the Minist ry on 
the priorit ies. The consultant  makes recommendat ions on what  types of proj ects are useful 
(based on the Commission criteria), and what  are the realist ic funding levels. After the 
Minist ry has collected a list  of potent ial proj ects (with the help of the consultant ), it  
selects proj ects that  f it  together with nat ional priorit ies and that  will be submit ted to the 
Commission. The select ion process is carried out  in close cooperat ion with the Minist ry of 
Finance, and with the Road and Rail administ rat ions. At  this stage, they also decide on the 
nat ional co-funding levels.  
Outsourcing services to a consultant  is intended to ensure that  resources are available when 
the Commission publishes calls. At  the Minist ry level, it  has been found dif f icult  to respond 
rapidly to TEN-T business, part icularly as mat ters often arise at  short  not ice. On the other 
hand, a consultant  does not  necessarily have the same sources of informat ion as a civil 
servant , which may make it  more dif f icult  to keep up-to-date with the latest  developments.  
EU assistance such as TEN-T is relat ively important  for Finland, although infrast ructure 
proj ects would not  cease to exist  without  it .  In the early days of the programme, Finland 
placed great  emphasis on maximising the receipts of TEN-T funds by submit t ing as many 
proj ects as possible in response to an issued call.  With the new focus on ‘ priority proj ects’  
and the enlargement  of the EU, the aim is st il l to maximise funding for Finland, but  equally 
important  are act ivit ies that  facilitate the delivery of Finnish goods abroad (i.e. shif t  from 
a nat ional mot ive to a European-wide mot ive).  
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 Minist ry of Educat ion, Proposal to the Finnish parliament  on the LLP, 
ht tp:/ / 217.71.145.20/ TRIPviewer/ show.asp?tunniste=E+94/ 2004&base=ueasia&palvelin=www.edusku
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 Minist ry of Educat ion, ’ Opet usminist eriön j a kansainväl isen henkilövaihdon keskuksen (CIMO) 
väl inen t ulossopimus vuodel le 2007’ ,  January 2007 
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 Regional Councils are j oint  municipal boards of which the municipalit ies in the region must  be 
members. They take the responsibilit y for the general development  of the region. 
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Although both St ructural and Cohesion Funds are used for the development  of the TEN-T 
networks, in the absence of a Cohesion Fund, Finland has been dependent  on the funds 
allocated under the TEN-T. It  is expected that  in 2007-13, with the new Member States 
relying on the Cohesion Fund for the implementat ion of the TEN-T proj ects (which also 
requires less nat ional co-funding), there will be relat ively more TEN-T funding awarded to 
the proj ects of the ‘ old’  Member States. This does not , however, mean that  Finland would 
have bet ter opportunit ies for TEN-T funding in the future. This is due to two main reasons. 
First , the expected eliminat ion of the so-called ‘ fair-share’  principle in the proj ect  
select ion phase will give preference to proj ects rather than respect ing a balanced share 
between the count ries. Second, the Commission’ s aim to focus funding on priority proj ects 
which improve cross-border connect ions, will make future funding part icularly challenging 
for Finland. Finland does not  have many cross-border proj ects, with the except ion of those 
that  exist  between the borders of Finland and Sweden, and under the Motorway of the 
Balt ic Sea proj ect . Should third count ries become involved in the t ransport  networks in the 
future, Finland may have an opportunity (as a bordering count ry with Russia) to maintain its 
current  funding levels or even improve them. This would also make connect ions from 
Norway via Sweden and Finland to Russia eligible. The Commission is current ly working on 
these mat ters, and f inal proposals are expected at  the end of 200740.   
Other challenges in the future relate to the new longer-term programming cycle (2007-13). 
In Finland, the state budget  cycle only allows those proj ects to go to the Commission for 
which the budget  has been decided. As the budget  is decided on an annual basis, mat ters 
get  complicated for proj ect  applicat ions that  are due to start  outside this budget  cycle. 
In the period 1995-06, Finland received about  €185 million in TEN-T assistance. More than 
60 percent  of the TEN-T assistance received by Finland has been allocated to the 
mult imodal Nordic Triangle proj ect  (Finland has two priority proj ects, the Nordic Triangle 
and the Motorway of the Balt ic Sea). Rail proj ects have accounted for approximately one 
half ,  and road proj ects around one third of the total funding for Finland’ s proj ects. The 
remainder of the TEN-T assistance has been granted for aviat ion and marit ime proj ects41.   
With considerably lower levels of funding, TEN-E plays a minor role in Finland. This is 
highlighted by the fact  that  there is no public funding available for the proj ects. The 
cent ral level responsibility falls under the Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry, which has one 
person in charge of TEN-E issues. When the Commission publishes a call,  the Minist ry 
contacts those actors in Finland that  may have an interest , and submits proj ects to the 
Commission.  
Finland has no targets regarding levels of  TEN-E funding. TEN-E funding generally 
cont ributes only a small amount  of addit ional funding for proj ects, and is perceived as a 
rather weak inst rument . For instance, in the case of the elect ricity cable between Finland 
and Estonia, most  funding was received from the Nordic Investment  Bank. The biggest  
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proj ect  applicat ion from Finland has received €3 million, with average proj ect  funding 
being around €2 million.  
3.2 Sweden 
3.2.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
The day-to-day coordinat ion of economic growth policy and research policy is under the 
Swedish Agency for Innovat ion Systems (VINNOVA), which operates under the Minist ry of 
Enterprise, Energy and Communicat ions. The European Programmes unit  at  VINNOVA is the 
EU R&D Council,  which promotes and co-ordinates Swedish part icipat ion in the FP. It  acts as 
the main NCP for the FP and has the following responsibilit ies:   
x to provide informat ion and advice concerning all aspects of the FP, including: 
research areas and priorit ies; legal issues; rules for part icipat ion; cont racts and 
agreements; applicat ions; partner search; mobilit y etc.;  
x to monitor Sweden's progress in the FP, including compilat ion of stat ist ics, 
evaluat ion and analysis; and 
x to cont ribute to increased Swedish part icipat ion in the FP (the Council’ s off ice in 
Brussels, the Liaison Off ice for EU R&D, is recognised as an important  base for 
achieving this obj ect ive).  
In addit ion to the European Programmes unit  at  VINNOVA, other NCPs in Sweden include: 
the Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI)42,  the Swedish Research Council for 
Environment , Agricultural Sciences and Spat ial Planning (Formas)43,  Swedish Emergency 
Management  Service (SEMA)44,  the Swedish Environmental Protect ion Agency (EPA)45,  the 
Nat ional Agency for Economic and Regional Growth (Nutek), Swedish Nat ional Space Board 
(SNSB)46,  the Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI)47,  the Swedish Radiat ion Protect ion 
Authority (SSI)48,  and the Swedish Research Council (SRC).  
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 FOI is an assignment -based authority operat ing under the Minist ry of Defence. Its key act ivit ies 
include research, process and technology development , as well as studies for the use of defence and 
security.  
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 Formas is a research-funding agency related to several minist ries including: the Minist ry of 
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Support  for the development  of FP applicat ions is provided by VINNOVA, the Swedish 
Research Council (Formas) and the Swedish Environmental Protect ion Agency, although it  is 
expected that , in the future, other Swedish authorit ies will also provide f inancial 
assistance.  VINNOVA offers two types of grants  
x The SMINT grant  is targeted at  SMEs for carrying out  pre-studies for the 
development  of an applicat ion. VINNOVA part -f inances such pre-studies with a 
maximum funding level of SK 150,00049.  An addit ional SK 25,00050 can be available 
for the negot iat ion phase with the Commission.  
x Another grant  from VINNOVA is available for Swedish proj ect  coordinators. This 
planning grant  is most ly available for large scale integrat ing proj ects and 
applicat ions should be in line with the priorit ies of VINNOVA. VINNOVA will provide 
a maximum of SK 200,00051 in part -f inancing to approximately 15-20 proj ect  
coordinators. An addit ional SK 50,00052 can be provided for the f inal negot iat ion 
stage with the Commission.  
According to VINNOVA’s evaluat ion53 of FP6 (data as at  July 2006), Sweden has been highly 
successful under the programme considering its populat ion size, and success under FP5. It  is 
of course important  to bear in mind that  the st rong support  for research act ivit ies by the 
state plays an important  role in this context . The evaluat ion reports that  a total of 1,190 
proj ects were registered in the FP6 programme with Swedish part icipants. Related, the 
stat ist ics report  that  Swedish part icipants had taken part  in the various proj ects 1,876 
t imes, which represents 3.7 percent  of the total part icipat ion rate (in FP5 this was 3.5 
percent ). Sweden had coordinated a total of 201 proj ects, represent ing three percent  of 
the total number of coordinators (in FP5 this was 2.8 percent). Regarding success in the 
funding process, Swedish part icipants had received €510 million, represent ing 4.3 percent  
of the total funds bid for (in FP5 this was 3.7 percent ).  
The bidding success of €510 million places Sweden in eighth place among the part icipat ing 
count ries, which was also the posit ion under FP5. The report  concludes that  Sweden is 
part icularly good at  receiving funds, but  somewhat  weaker in being a coordinator. Although 
Sweden is the most  successful of the Nordic count ries against  the three indicators 
(part icipat ion, bidded funds, coordinat ion) of the FP, it  is slight ly under the average of the 
EU15 count ries.  
Regarding the organisat ions that  took part  in FP6, Sweden has had an except ionally high 
part icipat ion of universit ies and colleges (represent ing 60.7 percent  of the ent ire bidded 
funds). Table 6 provides a breakdown of the part icipat ing organisat ions. 
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Table 6: Breakdown of participants by organisation  
Participants Coordinators Bidded funds Organisation type 
No % No % € million % 
Universit ies and colleges 1045 55.9 134 66.7 308.7 60.7 
SMEs 306 16.4 16 8.0 60.7 11.9 Indust ry 
Other  135 7.2 12 6.0 47.4 9.3 
Inst itutes 171 9.1 23 11.4 46.3 9.1 
Public actors 177 9.5 14 7.0 40.3 7.9 
Others 36 1.9 2 1.0 5.5 1.9 
Total 1870 100 201 100 508.8 100 
Source: VINNOVA, ‘ Svenskt  del t agande i sj ät t e ramprogrammet ’ ,  March 2007, p. 8 
 
After the universit ies and colleges, indust ry is the second most  successful sector in Sweden, 
represent ing a total of 21.2 percent  of the total bidded funds. According to the evaluat ion, 
indust ry has been part icularly act ive in horizontal research act ivit ies for SMEs, in which 
they represent  55.6 percent  of the bidded funds in Sweden. They have also been act ive in 
other areas, such as R&D, represent ing 37.5 percent , and sustainable development , global 
changes and ecosystem represent ing 34.6 percent  of the bidded funds.  
Regarding the future of the FP, VINNOVA was commissioned by the Minist ry of Enterprise, 
Energy and Communicat ions to prepare a st rategy54 for Swedish R&D act ivit ies at  EU level. 
It  was perceived that , although Sweden had many good examples of act ivit ies and st rong 
R&D models which could be developed and spread across the EU, there was a need for a 
longer-term and more aggressive st rategy. According to the report , Sweden had for 
instance, never properly organised itself  in terms of inf luencing the EU level. The proposed 
st rategy therefore aimed to both increase the part icipat ion of Swedish actors (part icularly 
under FP7) and to inf luence the formulat ion of the EU’ s future R&D programme. The 
development  of the st rategy follows the assumpt ion that  discussions on the future FP are to 
start  soon. The development  of FP7 started direct ly after FP6 was formulated (1999), and 
was high on the agenda at  the t ime of the mid-term evaluat ion (2002). The f irst  proposal by 
the European Commission came out  in 2005. Following this logic, and part icularly keeping in 
mind the planned EU budgetary review, the discussion on the future FP is set  to start  within 
the next  couple of years. Some of the key recommendat ions of the st rategy are discussed in 
further detail below (see Box 3).  
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Box 3: Proposals for the Swedish R&D strategy  
St rat egies t o increase Swedish inf luence on t he direct ion and formulat ion of  EU research programmes 
x The Swedish Government  to delegate EU-level commit tee work to agencies  
Due to the lack of resources at  the minist ries, it  is recommended that  the EU-level commit tee work (for FP7 and CIP) is 
delegated to those agencies responsible for the respect ive nat ional research and innovat ion programmes. In the case of 
FP7, this would concern the European Programmes unit  at  VINNOVA and its NCPs. For horizontal commit tee meet ings55,  
the respect ive agencies would be VINNOVA and the Swedish Research Council.  In the past , only representat ives from the 
minist ries have at tended the commit tee meet ings. This has been problemat ic due to their lack of t ime, and often brief 
and unst ructured report ing back to the agencies. In the case of the horizontal meet ings, the involvement  of the agencies 
is part icularly important , as the meet ings most ly concern operat ional quest ions (for which the agencies are responsible). 
The delegated responsibilit y would entail close coordinat ion with the respect ive minist ries, and in the case of polit ical or 
other signif icant  mat ters, would involve a representat ive from the minist ries at tending the meet ing. 
x Agencies to take responsibilit y for the working group meet ings 
The agencies should create working groups for each themat ic f ield under the programmes (FP7 and CIP). The working 
groups would take place before the EU-level commit tee meet ings and discuss important  mat ters, such as the direct ion 
for the future annual work programme, and the previous call for proposals process. The working groups would be 
composed of the person who at tends the EU-level commit tee meet ing, an expert ,  an NCP, as well as a Swedish member 
of the Advisory Group. The composit ion would be f lexible depending on the mat ters under discussion, and could include 
representat ives from relevant  research inst itutes, higher educat ion inst itutes, indust ry and regions as well as from other 
authorit ies. The working groups would report  back to the minist ries. 
x Develop further the inter-ministerial cooperat ion group 
The aim of the cooperat ion group is to create a nat ional arena for a st ronger and more coordinated Swedish inf luence 
prior to the development  of a new FP or during an exist ing FP. The cooperat ion group is composed of the Secretary of 
State, the Swedish member for the Advisory Group, the Swedish representat ion in Brussels and representat ives from the 
research funding organisat ions. It  is recommended that  the future work of the group should focus on evaluat ion of FP6, 
mid-term evaluat ion of FP7, and quest ions related to the Swedish presidency of the EU in the second half of 2009.  
St rat egies t o increase Swedish inf luence in Brussels 
With the Commission relying more and more on informal sources in the development  of the future FP, VINNOVA considers 
that  the Swedish actors should make more use of this t rend. This process often requires st rong alliances with other EU 
Member States.  
x Swedish authorit ies and businesses to work act ively to place nat ional experts at  the EU inst itut ions (part icularly at  
the Commission) and to increase contacts with the EU’ s inst itut ions 
These vacancies should be regularly monitored, part icularly with the help of the Research Council based at  the Swedish 
representat ion to the EU. In addit ion, part icipants at  the EU-level commit tee meet ings need increasingly to keep 
authorit ies updated on vacancies. Every person who takes part  in meet ings in Brussels is responsible for taking t ime aside 
to visit  the Commission and inform the Swedish authorit ies on possible personnel needs.  
Having Swedes represented at  the EU inst itut ions and maintaining close contacts with them means that  Swedish skills and 
experiences will become more used in EU-level work. They will also gain bet ter knowledge on the EU’ s administ rat ion, 
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knowledge on other count ries’  R&D work, and the possibilit y of developing a wide contact  network with the EU 
inst itut ions and with other Member States. It  is part icularly perceived that  there are not  enough Swedish indust ry 
representat ives working as nat ional experts at  the EU-level.   
VINNOVA also proposes that  it  would invite annually all Swedish employees based at  the EU inst itut ions to meet  in 
Sweden and to discuss R&D related issues.  
x The European Programmes unit  to promote Swedish part icipat ion in the evaluat ion of proj ect  applicat ions 
The European Programmes unit  at  VINNOVA is responsible for promot ing Swedish part icipat ion in the EU-programmes, 
such as the FP. A part icular focus for the future programme would be to increase the number of Swedes who are taking 
part  as experts in the evaluat ion of the proj ect  applicat ions.  
St rat egies t o increase and support  Swedish part icipat ion in t he fut ure programmes 
x Relevant  authorit ies should be given bet ter resources to support  increasing Swedish part icipat ion in the EU’ s 
research programmes  
An act ive Swedish part icipat ion in EU programmes must  be viewed as an investment  in bet ter Swedish inf luence on the 
EU agenda. Proj ects, however, often do not  go ahead due to lack of co-funding from Sweden.  
x Funding organisat ions to ident ify and mot ivate st rong research and innovat ion environments in order to develop EU 
cooperat ion 
The nat ional funding organisat ions have a report ing responsibilit y for their research programmes regarding cooperat ion. 
It  is therefore possible to make follow-ups at  the proj ect  level to measure the proj ect  success at  the nat ional and EU 
level. This data can be used to mot ivate st ronger research and innovat ion environments and increase part icipat ion in the 
EU programmes.  
x Nat ional research programmes should be related to the EU programmes and allocate resources for internat ional 
cooperat ion 
Funding organisat ions for nat ional programmes should analyse how their investments relate to the EU programmes. The 
aim of this would be to create increased awareness of how the respect ive funding organisat ions’  R&D port folio could 
bet ter use the EU programmes and effect ively support  Swedish indust ry’ s future development  and growth. 
x Nat ional inst itutes to promote Swedish part icipat ion in the FP 
Many nat ional inst itutes have st rategies regarding the FP. Many of them are increasingly offering to act  as proj ect  
coordinators. Considering that  in the future there is more funding available for the inst itutes, there are bet ter condit ions 
for the inst itutes to adj ust  and implement  their st rategies so that  they can promote Swedish part icipat ion in the FP.  
x VINNOVA to develop environmental scanning regarding EU research programmes with relevance to Swedish f irms and 
research actors 
There should be bet ter environmental scanning within all the EU programmes. This will make it  easier for the Swedish 
f irms and research actors to be prepared for what  will happen in the short - and long-term, so that  they can become 
involved in the appropriate programmes at  the right  t ime.  
x Research funding organisat ions to increase investments into disseminat ing informat ion on researcher mobilit y and to 
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ident ify obstacles which prevent  Swedish part icipat ion 
This will involve informat ion days throughout  the count ry, which VINNOVA will organise in cooperat ion with other maj or 
organisat ions. Indust ry and research-focused SMEs will also be act ively informed and invited to the informat ion days.  
x VINNOVA’ s European Programmes unit  to provide proj ect  leader t raining and networks 
In order to increase and promote Swedish part icipat ion in EU proj ects, it  is important  to support  those that  wish to take 
a leading role in proj ects. Although VINNOVA already provides t raining for this purpose, more support  is needed, such as 
networks and exchange of experience between proj ect  leaders.  
x VINNOVA to take the init iat ive to create arenas whereby regional st rategies meet  individual actors’  st rategies 
Under FP7, the ‘ Regions of Knowledge’  init iat ive is a special init iat ive which aims to increase regions’  possibilit ies and 
capacit ies to create research and technology-based development . This will take place through st rengthening linkages 
between research inst itutes and indust ry, through cross-regional R&D cooperat ion, j oint  learning, and through developing 
j oint  European plans on how to increase regional compet it iveness with the help of R&D act ivit ies etc.  
Chal lenges in t erms of  resources 
The st rategy proposals are challenged by the lack of resources. VINNOVA has calculated that  it  would require around SK 
200 mill ion56 to run its own operat ions during 2007, a f igure which does not  take into account  resources needed by the 
other authorit ies. VINNOVA also est imates that , for the purposes of the FP and the CIP, it  would require a total of seven 
new staff  members to implement  the future st rategies. This would include three new staff members to work more 
aggressively in the commit tees and working groups; two staff  members to work on informat ion disseminat ion and 
environmental scanning in Stockholm and Brussels; and two staff members to provide professional advice to SMEs57. 
 
3.2.2 Competit iveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
In Sweden, overall responsibilit y for the CIP falls under the Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy 
and Communicat ions. The implementat ion and day-to-day management  is shared between 
four public agencies, namely the Nat ional Agency for Economic and Regional Growth 
(Nutek), the Swedish Governmental Agency for Innovat ion Systems (VINNOVA), the Swedish 
Energy Agency, and the Swedish Environmental Protect ion Agency. Nutek has been 
delegated the overall responsibilit y, including the development  of a st rategy on the 
implementat ion of the CIP in Sweden58.   
Regarding the three specif ic programmes under the CIP, Nutek takes the responsibilit y for 
the ‘ ent repreneurship and innovat ion’  programme, VINNOVA for the ‘ ICT policy support ’  
programme, and the Swedish Energy Agency for the ‘ intelligent  energy’  programme. The 
fourth organisat ion, the Swedish Environmental Protect ion Agency, is responsible for a 
closely connected EU programme, LIFE+, under which innovat ive proj ects can also receive 
support . Furthermore, the Environmental Protect ion Agency will be part ially involved in the 
‘ ent repreneurship and innovat ion’  programme, in part icular regarding the programme’ s 
act ivit ies in the f ield of ECO-innovat ion. In addit ion to the overall CIP st rategy, each 
specif ic programme will have annual implementat ion plans, which will be closely connected 
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to each other and reinforce the implementat ion of the CIP in Sweden. Each agency has a 
dif ferent  number of personnel dealing with the programme, ranging from f ive at  Nutek 
(who are dealing with CIP, FP7 and other tasks) to one person at  the Swedish Energy 
Agency, working approximately half-t ime on the CIP, with occasional assistance from 
colleagues. In the case of the Swedish Environmental Protect ion Agency, there is one 
person who dedicates approximately two weeks a year to the CIP and ensures its 
complementarity with the Life+ programme. 
Funding for the development  of applicat ions will be available from the four public agencies, 
although current ly only the Swedish Energy Agency has informat ion available on funding 
levels. It  will award up to a maximum of SK 50,00059 of funding to cover expenses such as 
t ravelling, meet ings with partners, and the writ ing of an applicat ion. The agency has a total 
budget  of SK 500,00060,  which allows funding to be given to ten applicants per year.  
The CIP’ s implementat ion st rategy for Sweden was developed by a working group, which 
was led by Nutek and included representat ives from the other three public agencies. The 
st rategy was divided into three sub-st rategies, including: informat ion and communicat ion; 
cooperat ion; and inf luence. For the implementat ion of the st rategy, the working group 
formed a CIP managing group, which worked closely together with other local, regional and 
nat ional level actors. Nutek was the organisat ion responsible for the coordinat ion of the 
managing group’ s work.  
The specif ic tasks of the managing group regarding the ‘ informat ion and communicat ion’  
sub-st rategy include: 
x Communicat ion of funding opportunit ies under the CIP to all target  groups. This is 
done in close collaborat ion with other actors at  regional and local levels. 
x Clarif icat ion of the CIP’ s aims and synergies in relat ion to other programmes, such 
as St ructural Funds, FP7 and the LIFE+ programmes, so that  the various target  
groups are able to f ind the most  suitable programme for their proj ects. 
x Ensuring that  informat ion is disseminated effect ively. This is done in close 
cooperat ion with the new Euro Informat ion Cent re/ Innovat ion Relay Cent re 
network which in Sweden will be based at  Almi 61.  In addit ion, Nutek can spread 
informat ion through its eight  regional off ices based in the St ructural Funds 
programme areas (Nutek is the managing authority for the eight  regional ERDF 
St ructural Funds programmes in Sweden). With the future reorganisat ion of Nutek, 
this representat ion is going to be increased to 11 dif ferent  places across Sweden. 
The communicat ion to the target  groups will take place through the Internet  and 
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brochures, but  also through seminars and workshops depending on demand and 
needs. 
x Taking into account  the needs and wishes of the Swedish target  groups, to spread 
informat ion across the other EU Member States to f ind potent ial partnerships and 
to improve the opportunit ies in Sweden and in the EU.   
The specif ic tasks for the managing group regarding the ‘ cooperat ion’  sub-st rategy include: 
x to cooperate with other Member States (in this respect  the Swedish managing group 
will aim to establish relat ions with organisat ions and authorit ies in other countries); 
x to create close contacts with the various actors in Sweden, including the 
authorit ies, universit ies, municipalit ies, councils, and businesses (the managing 
group will aim to promote Swedish actors’  part icipat ion in the CIP proj ects as 
coordinators or partners).  
Finally, the specif ic tasks for the managing group regarding the ‘ inf luence’  sub-st rategy 
include: 
x Inf luencing the development  of the CIP at  the EU level. This will be done in close 
cooperat ion with the representat ives of the Swedish Government  at  the various EU-
level working groups/ commit tees (which exist  for each sub-programme within the 
CIP). During such meet ings, the managing group will act ively promote Swedish 
views and wishes (local, regional and nat ional) which can cont ribute to a more 
effect ive and st ronger CIP programme, and which in turn will benefit  the various 
target  groups.  
x Ensuring good communicat ion within the managing group on the CIP sub-
programmes. For this purpose, there will be a j oint  website 
(www.proj ektplatsen.se) whereby representat ives can follow the results of the 
respect ive EU-level commit tee meet ings amongst  other things. Overall,  the sub-
st rategies of ‘ cooperat ion’  and ‘ inf luence’  will cont ribute to more Swedish actors 
being placed as nat ional experts at  the Commission.  
Sweden has moved relat ively quickly to establish a st ructure for the new CIP programme. 
For instance, the working group to develop the st rategy for the implementat ion of the CIP 
in Sweden was established almost  a year before the start  of the programme. The new 
st ructure in place (i.e. the managing group composed of four dif ferent  agencies in charge 
of the implementat ion of the CIP) is generally perceived as a st rength, as it  offers bet ter 
possibilit ies to reach the target  groups. For instance, in the case of the Swedish Energy 
Agency, which has no previous experience of working with SMEs, the opportunity to work 
with Nutek is seen as helpful.  In addit ion, the st rong regional presence of Nutek (as the 
Managing Authority for the regional St ructural Funds programmes) is also expected to be 
widely beneficial.  Furthermore, it  is hoped that  Sweden’ s role at  European level will be 
reinforced, with Nutek expected to be awarded the coordinat ion of the new pan-European 
network for business and innovat ion support  service, which is current ly under development .  
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Regarding the weaknesses of the planned st ructure, some challenges remain to improve the 
cooperat ion and the synergy between the responsibilit ies of the four authorit ies 
implement ing the CIP st rategy. Also, the diverse focus of the CIP programme may make the 
target ing of the programme dif f icult .  Last ly, there are some concerns to establish an 
eff icient  working relat ionship with the European Commission. The Commission has faced 
some delays in the implementat ion of the CIP, and this has consequent ly affected the work 
of the Swedish authorit ies.  
3.2.3 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
In Sweden, the cent ral government  authorit ies and departments are closely involved in the 
development  and implementat ion of territorial cooperat ion programmes in order to ensure 
that  the priorit ies of the various programmes are closely aligned with nat ional policies and 
planning. Overall responsibilit y falls under the Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy and 
Communicat ions, which has current ly four persons working on territorial cooperat ion 
act ivit ies. In addit ion, Nutek is act ively involved in the programmes. In the past , Nutek has 
mainly provided administ rat ive help under the cross-border st rand, but  its responsibilit ies 
have been extended for 2007-13. Nutek will for instance collaborate closely with the Balt ic 
Sea Unit  of SIDA62 and the Swedish Associat ion of Local Authorit ies and Regions, to establish 
more systemat ic follow-up mechanisms at  the nat ional level. This will include follow-up of 
results, and communicat ion of experiences concerning all three st rands of the programme. 
This is complementary to the init iat ives undertaken by the individual programmes, and is 
hoped to improve communicat ion on the programmes. Finally, at  the regional level, the 
County Administ rat ion Boards (the regional representat ives of nat ional minist ries), are 
involved in the programme management  bodies, as well as being part icipants in the 
proj ects. 
Territorial cooperat ion has historically been important  for Sweden. However, with the 
larger geographical coverage63 (as well as increased budgets in many cases), there is now 
more importance at tached to the programmes, and their st rategic implementat ion. All 21 
count ies in Sweden are covered by at  least  two programmes for territorial cooperat ion in 
2007-13, with several included in 3-5 programmes. In this context , it  is considered that  
there is a need for st rategic coordinat ion in order to meet  the aims and needs of the 
regions in the best  possible way, to avoid overlap between init iat ives, and to ensure 
complementarity64.  Furthermore, it  is perceived that  there is a need to develop a 
cont inuous learning environment  for Swedish proj ect  part icipants, including exchange of 
experiences and knowledge on administ rat ive issues. Nutek’ s work in this respect  is 
expected to respond to some of these challenges. However, the support  st ructure is st ill 
under development  and pending the f inalisat ion of the dif ferent  programmes.  
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Table 7 below provides data on Sweden’ s part icipat ion in the Interreg and Territorial 
Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.  
Table 7: Programmes under Interreg (2000-06) and Territorial Cooperation Objective 
(2007-13) in Sweden 
2000-06  Programmes 2007-13  Programmes 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x North 
x Sweden-Norway 
x Skärgården 
x Kvarken-Mit tSkandia 
x Öresund 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x North 
x Botnia-At lant ica 
x Sweden-Norway 
x Cent ral Balt ic 
x Öresund-Kat tegat t -
Skagerack 
x South Balt ic 
Transnat ional (st rand 
B) 
x Balt ic Sea 
x North Sea 
x Northern Periphery 
Transnat ional 
(st rand B) 
x Balt ic Sea 
x North Sea 
x Northern Periphery 
 
3.2.4 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
In Sweden, the Internat ional Programme Office for Educat ion and Training takes 
responsibilit y for providing support  for schools, universit ies, organisat ions and individuals to 
part icipate in internat ional cooperat ion init iat ives, including the LLP. The Programme 
Office is a Government  Agency operat ing under the Swedish Minist ry of Educat ion and 
Research. They have approximately 25 to 30 staff  members, including desk off icers and 
administ rat ive staff ,  dedicated solely to the LLP. The organisat ion’ s involvement  in the EU 
programmes is cont inuing more or less unchanged from the past  programming period, when 
it  operated as the nat ional off ice for the Socrates and Leonardo da Vinci programmes. This 
previous experience is perceived as a st rength in at taining success with the LLP, although it  
is recognised that  the new integrated programme st ructure requires more coordinat ion 
between the staff  members.  
The key aim of the Programme Off ice is to increase Swedish part icipat ion in EU 
programmes, to provide informat ion about  the opportunit ies available, and to raise 
awareness of the results of their work. A further aim is to achieve an even spread of 
applicat ions from the dif ferent  players involved in the f ield of educat ion and skills 
acquisit ion across Sweden65.  The support  mechanisms to accomplish these aims include:  
x events for potent ial part icipants (for instance a launch tour in November 2006 
across 21 Swedish cit ies, and a launch event  in February 2007 involving Ministers, 
European Commission representat ives and Swedish media), with each sub-
programme organising more targeted events (in Stockholm, but  also in the 
regions); 
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x events for network partners (for educat ional inst itut ions and other organisat ions 
providing informat ion on the LLP in their respect ive areas); 
x a website (www.programkontoret .se) which is linked with the network’ s websites; 
x various newslet ters and brochures. 
The Programme Off ice is supported in it s act ivit ies by a network of educat ional inst itut ions 
and other organisat ions, which provide complementary support  to proj ect  applicants in 
their respect ive areas. Although their services are a great  addit ion (regional reinforcement ) 
to the Programme Off ice’ s act ivit ies, the priorit ies of the respect ive dean or rector play an 
important  part  in this process. If  the dean/ rector priorit ises internat ional cooperat ion, this 
is likely to lead to higher levels of part icipat ion. Hence, to a certain degree the Programme 
Off ice is very much dependent  on the network partners to engage act ively with the 
programme.  
LLP has a high polit ical priority alongside the other EU programmes in Sweden, which is also 
expressed in the Government ’ s Budget  Statement . Furthermore, the involvement  of 
Ministers in the f irst  launching event  of LLP is another sign of importance at tached to the 
programme at  the polit ical level.  
3.2.5 Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E) 
This chapter focuses only on TEN-T, as TEN-E networks play a very minor role in Sweden 
due to the limited funding available.  
The Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy and Communicat ions has the cent ral level responsibilit y 
under TEN in Sweden. It  priorit ises proj ect  applicat ions to be submit ted to the Commission, 
and represents Sweden at  EU-level Commit tee meet ings. For TEN-T, the Minist ry has 
current ly three employees, who spend approximately 20 percent  of their t ime on such 
issues. The day-to-day work is carried out  by the relevant  public authorit ies (i.e. Road and 
Rail Administ rat ions). They deal with the administ rat ive issues, including the ident if icat ion 
of proj ect  applicat ions. For instance, the Road Administ rat ion operates through a head 
off ice and seven regional off ices, each employing one person for TEN-T. The regional 
off ices submit  proj ect  applicat ions to the head off ice, which then priorit ises proj ects 
together with a representat ive from the minist ry. Afterwards, selected proj ects are 
submit ted to the Commission. The other public authorit ies dealing with TEN-T issues are 
more cent ralised, and hence employ less staff  than the Road Administ rat ion, with 
approximately two to three persons carrying out  proj ect  ident if icat ion and select ion tasks.  
Although Sweden aims to receive as much funding as possible under TEN-T, infrast ructure 
proj ects in the neighbouring count ries that  support  Swedish indust ry (i.e. in terms of 
facilitat ing the t ransportat ion of goods) are equally priorit ised. The polit ical priority 
at tached to TEN has decreased in Sweden since the start  of the networks; part icipants have 
become more realist ic that  funding is limited for Sweden. For instance, roads in Sweden 
have generally very low priority in the wider European context .  
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Sweden has three priority proj ects, namely the Nordic Triangle, Balt ic Sea Motorways and 
the Øresund f ixed line (which was completed in 2000). Sweden receives approximately €20 
million per year under TEN-T, with most  funding allocated to proj ects support ing the 
complet ion of the Nordic Triangle.  
Although the new Commission proposals are likely to entail less funding for Sweden (due to 
the emphasis on cross-border proj ects), Sweden is support ive of the more focused funding 
principle. 
3.3 Ireland 
3.3.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
In Ireland, part icipat ion in FP7 is coordinated by a Nat ional Support  Network. The Support  
Network involves representat ives of 12 different  Irish funding organisat ions, including 
research funding agencies, indust rial development  organisat ions, educat ional bodies and 
various sectoral government  departments66.  In total,  this involves 35 individuals, made up 
of Nat ional Delegates, who represent  Ireland on the relevant  EU programme commit tees 
and ident ify st rategic opportunit ies for Irish involvement  in the programme, and NCPs, who 
specialise in individual areas of FP7 and can offer dedicated expert  advice and support  
throughout  the lifet ime of an FP7 proj ect . There is a dedicated nat ional off ice for FP7 at  
the cent re of the network (based in Enterprise Ireland), which provides telephone support , 
informat ion and advice on calls, events, news and best  pract ice.  
The role of the network is to provide informat ion to Irish organisat ions, researchers, SMEs 
and MNCs interested in part icipat ing in FP7, and, specif ically: 
x to act  as the conduit  to/ from the European Commission; 
x to ident ify st rategic opportunit ies for Irish involvement  in FP7; 
x to represent  the Irish view through Programme Commit tees; 
x to target  potent ial part icipants and raise awareness; 
x to maximise the potent ial for North-South collaborat ion; and  
x to provide ‘ hands-on’  support  covering all stages in the proj ect  life-cycle. 
The network has an EU R&D Liaison Off ice, which has an Off icer at tending and report ing at  
all Network meet ings in Dublin. The Off icer’ s key role is to facilitate all kinds of interact ion 
in Brussels, including set t ing up meet ings for potent ial proj ect  partners, arranging for a 
proj ect  off icer from the Commission to at tend meet ings, and to give advice to potent ial 
applicants. 
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The Network’ s EU R&D Liaison Off ice is located adj acent  to the off ice of the Irish 
Ambassador to Belgium, and they j oint ly run a series of Ambassadors lunches, to which they 
invite senior Irish researchers in specif ic scient if ic f ields (energy, t ransport ,  social sciences 
etc.) as well as relevant  higher-level Commission off icials. The lunches have two aims: 
x to inform and up-date the Commission on what  is happening in Ireland and educate 
Commission off icials as to the research taking place; and 
x to give Irish researchers (many of whom may have spent  much of their careers in the US 
and may be unfamiliar with the EU system) the opportunity to engage with Commission 
off icials and understand their priorit ies.  
The Brussels Liaison Off icer is also a member of IGLO, which has helped Ireland to receive 
‘ early warning’  signals and informat ion on new init iat ives. As a member, Ireland can also 
f ind out  what  other count ries are saying on various issues, as well as form interest  groups.  
A similar support  network operated for FP6 across a number of agencies, but  was focused 
primarily on Enterprise Ireland. There was a nat ional consultat ion process at  the end of FP6 
(18 months ago), which examined how well the FP6 support  network had worked, and what  
it s limitat ions had been. The results of the consultat ion, together with FP7’ s much larger 
budget  and longer t imeframe, led to the support  network being ‘ ramped up’ , with a 
substant ial level of resources at tached. Key features of the change in approach have been 
as follows. 
x Appointment  of a Nat ional Director (at tached to Enterprise Ireland); this is 
intended to ensure greater coordinat ion than previously. Under the FP6 support  
st ructure, expert  teams for the dif ferent  specialised areas did not  interact . For 
FP7, there is a real need for all the specialised teams to interact  (e.g. health and 
ICT teams must  now collaborate due to the nature of the calls/ programmes). 
x The NCPs are now full-t ime. Previously these were part -t ime posit ions, with the 
staff  carrying on their day j ob in the nat ional funding organisat ion. Now the 
Framework Support  j ob is priorit ised – although the staff  are st il l employed by the 
partner agencies. This represents a signif icant  commitment  by partner 
organisat ions, for example Science Ireland has allocated 1.5 people to the FP7 
Support  Network.  
x The staff  are much more knowledge-based than before. Under FP6, the NCP’ s j ob 
was primarily hand-holding and helping part icipants write proposals. Under FP7, 
staff  have two levels of expert ise: that  concerned with the nat ional funding 
environment , so they understand the ins and outs of funding; and technical 
expert ise in the specialised scient if ic area. 
x The Support  Network is t rying to disseminate the message that  co-part icipat ion 
condit ions have improved for f irms under FP7, and that  the network want  to make 
it  easier for enterprises to take part .  Enterprises are now eligible for 50 percent  
funding up to €25,000 (previously €7,500).  
September 2007 42 European Policies Research Centre 
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding and Policy Support Structures 
x The role of the EU R&D Liaison Off ice has changed. The previous Liaison Off icer was 
not  really st rongly linked back into the Network, whereas someone from within the 
Irish system (Enterprise Ireland) has now been appointed, based in the Enterprise 
Ireland off ice in Brussels.  
A range of domest ic f inancial incent ives are available to help applicants. 
x Travel Support :  covers visits by Irish researchers abroad or at tendance at  EU 
Informat ion Days/ workshops – specif ically for j oining EU consort ia. All FP7 areas are 
covered, with grants up to a maximum of €3,000 (covering mult iple visits). 
Researchers may be in higher educat ion or publicly funded inst itut ions, with 
applicat ions accepted on a cont inuous basis. 
x Feasibil i t y st udies:  support  for f irms, covering company negot iat ions with research 
partners and/ or preparat ion of j oint  R&D proposals for FP7. This covers all FP7 
areas. Grants are up to a maximum of €25,000, with equal investment  by the 
company.  
x Coordinat ion support :  For researchers in higher educat ion or publicly funded 
inst itut ions, covering all areas of FP7, with grants up to a maximum of €25,000. 
This covers all coordinat ion costs (e.g. t ravel, host ing of meet ings, a small amount  
of consultancy). 
x Special ist  advice (IPR, f inancial etc). 
The f inancial incent ives available are a modif icat ion of what  previously existed under FP6, 
and the schemes have been made more f lexible and less rest rict ive, with higher levels of  
funding. They are also viewed as now being much more accessible, with simpler applicat ion 
forms – the aim is for the nat ional side of funding to be as st raight forward as possible, as 
applying under the FPs themselves is so complicated. New incent ives are current ly being 
developed/ reviewed, such as support  for mult i-nat ional companies. 
The st rengths of the renewed Irish approach are considered to be: the new coordinat ion 
mechanisms (i.e. the appointment  of a Director), the knowledge-based team, enhancing 
interact ion with researchers on the ground, and the involvement  of every relevant  research 
funder in the count ry, all of whom have given their commitment  to the network and are 
represented on it .  The only possible weakness is that  the new network is a work-in-progress 
which has only been running six months - they are only beginning to work as a unit  and 
bring more coherence and coordinat ion. In addit ion, informat ion disseminat ion st il l needs 
to improve, and to this end the Network’ s website (ht tp:/ / www.fp7-ireland.com) is being 
re-launched in October 2007 (to be a ‘ full and st rong web presence’ ) – as a single web-
based system for internal and external use for the network (e.g. a public site, with a shared 
secure system for the network internally (NCPs)).  
Polit ical support  for part icipat ion in FP7 is high in Ireland. The key working document  is the 
Nat ional St rategy for Science, Technology and Innovat ion (2006-13), in which there is a full 
chapter on internat ionalisat ion, which is seen as key to the Irish system. The main route to 
internat ionalisat ion is considered to be FP7, which has a high priorit y. FP7 is seen as a 
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crit ical component  in delivering on the targets set  out  in the nat ional st rategy (which 
covers the same t imeframe). The target  for the level of funding to be achieved is set  out  in 
the Nat ional St rategy - €400 million over the period. Specif ic aims include leveraging recent  
state investments in R&D (seeking to involve MNCs), and facilitat ing technology plat forms. 
Polit ical support  is mainly from the Department  for Enterprise, Trade and Employment , 
which is considered very support ive and aware of the need to promote internat ionalisat ion. 
In addit ion, Enterprise Ireland has been cent rally involved in the establishment  of the 
support  network. 
As well as the efforts to increase Irish part icipat ion in FP7, a nat ional consultat ion process 
on the Framework Programme was launched as early as 2004 by the Irish Council for 
Science, Technology and Innovat ion (ICTSI). The consultat ion was intended to draw 
at tent ion to the changes proposed for FP7 and to obtain feedback from researchers and 
indust ry on how the proposals might  impact  on Ireland’ s research system and indust rial 
base. It  was viewed as an important  tool in preparat ion for the negot iat ion of the detail of 
the FP in 2005. The consultat ion was overseen by a Task Force within ICSTI, which also 
planned to meet  with indust ry representat ive bodies and key public and private sector 
organisat ions involved in the funding of R&D67.   
Total drawdown to Irish organisat ions under FP6 was est imated to be €198 million by 
October 2006. Five areas accounted for 72 percent  of the funding (Life Sciences, genomics 
and biotechnology for health; Informat ion Society technologies; Nanotechnologies, 
Nanosciences, Materials and Product ion Technologies; Food Quality and Safety; Human 
Resources and Mobilit y). Notably, Ireland received the sixth-largest  share of funding under 
both IST and agri-food, and the second largest  share in mobilit y (after Sweden).  
Under FP6, the higher educat ion sector was the primary beneficiary (receiving 69 percent  
of the funding). Indust ry part icipat ion in themat ic areas was variable, with part icipat ion of 
the business sector low at  19.5 percent  (with an EU average of 30 percent ).  
3.3.2 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
In Ireland, the Department  of Finance has a dedicated Interreg Unit  of six to seven people 
responsible for all the territorial cooperat ion programmes. Their role is to negot iate the 
programmes, agree match-funding and interact  with the European Commission. They also 
have a role in publicising the programmes. 
Similarly to Finland, Interreg programmes are primarily the responsibilit y of the regions, 
i.e. the Regional Assemblies. The Southern and Eastern (SERE) Regional Assembly was the 
NCP for the Ireland-Wales IIIA and North West  Europe IIIB programmes (and will manage 
Irish part icipat ion in the Ireland-Wales IV programme), while the Border Midland and 
Western (BMW) Regional Assembly was the NCP for the At lant ic Area IIIB Programme. The 
two Regional Assemblies also represent  Ireland on the IIIC West  Zone Monitoring and 
Steering Commit tees.  
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The Regional Assemblies play a dual role in the Interreg Programmes – act ing as NCPs and 
also part icipat ing as proj ect  partners, notably in Regional Framework Operat ions, where 
they act  as a regional conduit  for funding. Their role as NCP dovetails with the Regional 
Assemblies’  wider role in the region, st imulat ing interest  and part icipat ion from local and 
regional bodies.  
The Regional Assemblies have been pro-act ive in disseminat ing informat ion on the 
programmes. At  the beginning of each programme period, the programme is advert ised 
publicly and a series of events are hosted. For example, there is a large-scale Interreg IV 
day planned for the end of October 2007. This will cover all the Irish Interreg programmes, 
and 300-400 people are expected to at tend.  
It  should also be noted that  the Regional Assemblies are involved at  a more st rategic level, 
through their efforts to inf luence and develop policy for the regions, through responding to 
invitat ions to make submissions to various nat ional policy documents and st rategies, by 
seeking to inf luence EU, nat ional and regional policy through ident ifying and highlight ing 
specif ic needs of the region and suggest ing ways in which they could be addressed, and by 
arranging meet ings with the Taoiseach, Government  Ministers and departments to highlight  
the issues68.   
In the BMW Region Assembly, there is one dedicated person working on EU programmes, 
while at  proj ect  level, proj ect  managers within the Assembly oversee and monitor progress. 
The Director and Assistant  Director are also involved at  a more st rategic level. For the BMW 
region, no specif ied target  for part icipat ion in Interreg programmes has been set , apart  
from the expectat ion that  under 2007-13 they will mirror or exceed the previous 
programme period, as the levels of funding will be similar.  
In terms of polit ical priority, the Ireland/ Northern Ireland/ Scot land programme is viewed as 
part icularly important , especially in the context  of power-sharing arrangements. While 
other Interreg programmes are also considered to be important , especially given that  they 
mirror key NDP priorit ies, they are not  being given the high profile push that  FP7 will 
receive in Ireland over the coming period.  
In terms of best  pract ice, the Regional Assemblies’  abilit y to maximise local involvement  in 
the programmes is viewed as crucial. They at tempt  to involve all stakeholders from NUTS I 
to NUTS IV levels in disseminat ion act ivit ies, from broader st rategy discussions right  down 
to proj ect  level. On the other hand, the main players in proj ects tend to be local 
authorit ies, and the view was expressed that  it  may be beneficial to have more state 
agency involvement  in proj ects. This would address one of the concerns raised by the 
European Commission that  previous programmes were ‘ negot iated by the State and 
part icipated in by the regions’ .   
Table 8 below provides data on Ireland’ s part icipat ion in the Interreg and Territorial 
Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.  
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Table 8: Programmes under Interreg (2000-06) and Territorial Cooperation Objective 
(2007-13) in Ireland 
2000-06  Programmes 2007-13  Programmes 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x Ireland-N.Ireland 
x Ireland-Wales 
Cross-border  
(st rand A) 
x Ireland-N.Ireland-
Scot land 
x Ireland-Wales 
Transnat ional (st rand 
B) 
x North West  Europe 
x At lant ic Area 
Inter-regional 
(st rand C, as part  of 
the West  Zone) 
x Irish bodies69 were 
involved in 19 proj ects 
worth a total of €3.203 
million ERDF in all 4 
zones of the IIIC St rand.  
Transnat ional 
(st rand B) 
x North West  Europe 
x At lant ic Area 
x Northern Periphery 
 
3.3.3 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
The new LLP was launched in Ireland in April 2007 by the Minister of State at  the 
Department  of Educat ion and Science, stat ing that : “ The Lifelong Learning Programme will 
be a cornerstone in enabling our Irish part icipants to engage in the pursuit  of cont inued 
educat ion and t raining on a lifelong basis. Ireland’ s part icipat ion in the Programme cannot  
but  enhance and cont ribute to our status as a knowledge-based economy” . 70 
The designated Nat ional Agencies for the Lifelong Learning Programme are Léargas (the 
Exchange Bureau) (Comenius, Grundtvig, Lingua, Leonardo) and the Higher Educat ion 
Authority (Erasmus), which administer the programme act ivit ies on behalf  of the 
Department  of Educat ion and Science. To demonst rate the importance of the Nat ional 
Agency in terms of funding, total Leonardo da Vinci funding allocated to Ireland over the 
2000-06 period was €30.9 mill ion, of which €29.6 mill ion was managed by Léargas. 
In all,  35 people work in Léargas as experts in their part icular f ields and in policy and 
programme development  and t ransnat ional exchange. Léargas is a not -for-prof it  
organisat ion, with a Board of Directors appointed by the Minister for Educat ion and Science. 
Léargas is divided into f ive teams, two of which are concerned with LLP sub-programmes: 
x the Vocat ional Educat ion and Training team manages the Leonardo da Vinci 
programme (as well as the IAESTE student  exchange programme) with a team of 
eight  people; 
x the Educat ion Services team runs the Socrates programme (as well as bilateral 
programmes with schools in Britain and Northern Ireland), again with a team of 
eight  people.  
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x The Leonardo team within Léargas provides services and assists groups in two ways. 
For organisat ions looking for funding, assistance is provided with obtaining 
programme documentat ion, understanding applicat ion processes, applicat ion 
form/ proposal development  and partner-f inding. For exist ing promoters, assistance 
is available for obtaining relevant  forms and templates, dealing with cont ract  
requirements, managing  proj ect  changes and disseminat ing products and results.  
3.4 Nordrhein-Westfalen (Germany) 
3.4.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) and 
Competit iveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
This sect ion covers both the FP and the CIP in Nordrhein-West falen (NRW) due to their 
interlinked support  st ructures in Germany. For instance, the mechanisms at  nat ional and 
NRW levels that  provide informat ion on FP7 are also taking on the work of providing 
informat ion on CIP, although these systems are, as yet , less developed. With the support  
st ructures for the CIP st il l new and under development , most  of the sect ion will focus on 
the FP. 
At  the federal level, the support  st ructure comprises f ive key elements. First ,  Germany has 
a number of NCPs for FP7 and CIP (although the lat ter are largely st il l being developed). 
The NCPs are f inanced by the Federal Minist ry for Educat ion and Research and the Federal 
Minist ry for Economics and Technology, and provide specialised support  to applicants in 
relat ion to part icular themes or sectors. More specif ically their tasks include: 
x to provide informat ion on FP7;  
x to assist  applicants to f ind partners;  
x to organise informat ion events; and  
x to provide advice during proj ect  applicat ion and implementat ion.  
Each NCP has a website which provides targeted informat ion on calls, applicat ion 
procedures, and access to staff  who can provide informat ion and advice. Some of the NCPs 
are based in the NRW, including: 
x the maj or Helmholtz Research Cent re in Jülich, which has a Proj ect  Department  
act ing as the NCP for the themes of life sciences, energy, materials, ship-building 
and marine technology, and environmental issues relat ing to land use and earth 
systems; and 
x the NRW Cent re for Innovat ion and Technology, ZENIT, which is the NCP for the 
SME-specif ic components of FP7.  
Second, KoWi, which is the Cent ral Research Facilit y f inanced by the German Research 
Foundat ion, is the German EU R&D Liaison Off ice. As such it  aims to promote the successful 
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part icipat ion of German researchers in the FP7. For that  purpose, KoWi offers the following 
services71:    
x to provide informat ion on EU research funding; 
x to advise on applicat ion procedures and the implementat ion of proj ects within the 
FP7; 
x and, to offer t raining courses on cont ract  and proj ect  management . 
Third, informat ion on the programmes is provided by the Federal Minist ry for Educat ion and 
Research through its own EU informat ion off ice, hot line and two dif ferent  websites 
(ht tp:/ / www.eubuero.de and ht tp:/ / www.forschungsrahmenprogramm.de). Fourth, each 
university and public research cent re has an EU off icer who provides staff  with informat ion 
on funding opportunit ies from EU programmes and assistance with funding applicat ions. 
Last ly, the sub-regional Chambers of Indust ry and Commerce, and the Craft  Chambers, 
employ advisers to assist  their members in applying to FP7. 
At  the NRW Land level, funding is provided to a number of advice cent res in relat ion to FP7 
and CIP. These include the earlier ment ioned ZENIT, which provides advice to FP7 and CIP 
applicants, especially to SMEs, and notably under the programmes ‘ Cooperat ion’  and 
‘ Capacit ies’ . ZENIT places part icular emphasis on providing SMEs with individual help in 
f inding partners, drawing on its exist ing networks throughout  the EU, and also – because it  
is NRW’s Innovat ion Relay Cent re – on EU-wide databases of potent ial partners, suppliers 
and customers. The Land Minist ry for Innovat ion, Science, Research and Technology also 
f inances EuroConsult ,  which is based at  the University of Bonn, to provide advice on FP7, 
part icularly on the programme ‘ Cooperat ion, the themes ‘ Health’ ,  ‘ Food, agriculture and 
biotechnology’  and the programmes ‘ People’  and ‘ Ideas’ . 
Further support  elements at  the Land level include the following. 
x Website (ht tp:/ / www.frp.nrw.de) which provides extensive informat ion on both 
FP7 and CIP, including: the pract icalit ies of applicat ion for both FP7 and CIP; 
advice on partner f inding; links to relevant  documents at  EU and federal levels for 
dif ferent  sectors, latest  news at  EU and NRW levels, a list  of proj ects looking for 
partners; links to NCPs for the dif ferent  themes and sectors; and informat ion on a 
number of NRW proj ects which received funding under FP6. 
x The Land’ s email informat ion service, which provides registered users with regular, 
customised informat ion on the latest  developments in FP7 and CIP e.g. on events 
organised in NRW; proj ect  calls; t ips on proj ect  preparat ion; and news from 
Brussels and from the Land minist ries. In addit ion, it  provides customised 
informat ion on proj ects from other parts of the EU which are looking for a partner 
in Germany (based on the personal informat ion provided by the user during the 
regist rat ion process). 
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x The Land’s brochure on FP7 and CIP, which is available online and includes details 
on funding opportunit ies, applicat ion procedures, sources of advice, as well as best  
pract ice examples from NRW. 
German policy-makers see business innovat ion as key to German economic st rength. 
German manufacturing f irms, both large and medium-sized, and generally German-owned, 
account  for a signif icant  share of total employment  and, for example, have driven the 
recent  German economic recovery via their capacity to export  specialist , high quality goods 
worldwide. These f irms depend on R&D, innovat ion and high levels of skills for their 
compet it ive edge. The NRW Land is home to many such f irms in sectors such as mechanical 
and plant  engineering, automot ives, chemicals,  logist ics, biotechnology, and IT. Because of  
the crit ical role of such f irms in the German and Land economy, both the federal and Land 
governments place a very st rong emphasis on RTDI, for example providing signif icant  direct  
aid to businesses to undertake R&D. NRW Land has set  itself  the goal of becoming 
Germany’ s f irst -placed Land in terms of innovat ion by 2015. The Land’ s Innovat ion St rategy 
of 29 August  200672 encompasses a range of policies and includes a st rong emphasis on 
raising the level of funding for R&D and innovat ion from private and Land own resources 
(including the St ructural Funds programme), and also by improving the provision of  
informat ion, advice and support  for applicants to enable NRW’ s universit ies, research 
inst itutes and businesses to obtain a signif icant  increase in funds from EU and federal R&D/  
innovat ion programmes (including FP7 and CIP).  
Box 4: The role of Technology Platforms under FP7 
There is st rong part icipat ion by German f irms and sectoral business organisat ions in the FP7 
Technology Plat forms. This is part ly because the compet it ive st rategies of  many German f irms are 
st rongly focused on R&D and innovat ion but  also because business chambers and sectoral associat ions 
are very well organised in Germany. They are closely involved in policy processes e.g. part icipat ing in 
governmental policy commit tees at  Land and federal levels, and working to inf luence policy-makers 
both formally and informally. 
In a number of sectors covered by EU Technology Plat forms, German Plat forms have also been set  up 
to bring together German f irms and research inst itutes, both to set  st rategic priorit ies and to develop 
common act ivit ies. These are generally led by sectoral business associat ions, in cooperat ion with 
research inst itutes, but  may also receive government  funding, part icularly from the Federal Minist ry 
for Educat ion and Research. The lobbying work of these sectoral associat ions is also often supported 
by federal and Land minist ries. For example: 
x In the case of new manufacturing technologies (ManuFuture), a German Plat form has been 
set  up, coordinated by the Associat ion of German Mechanical and Plant  Engineering 
Businesses. A conference is being held on 12 September 2007 to plan future R&D act ivit ies; 
one of the sponsors of the conference is the Federal Minist ry for Educat ion and Research. 
VDMA is not  only act ive within Germany but  also at  EU level. Its off ice in Brussels was set  up 
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in 1973 and now employs six experts in law, business and policy (plus administ rat ive 
support ),  and is engaged in extensive networking and lobbying of the Commission and 
Parliament , not  least  by organising events in Brussels. VDMA is also a member of the 
commit tee responsible for implement ing NRW’ s Innovat ion Act ion Plan. 
x In the case of solar thermal technology (ESTTP), for example, a German Plat form has been 
set  up with f inancial support  from the Federal Environmental Minist ry. It  is being launched at  
a workshop on 20-31 August  2007, organised by the Federal Associat ion for Solar Businesses 
and three research inst itutes.  
 
In March 2006, NRW adopted an act ion plan to improve the part icipat ion of NRW’s 
universit ies, research inst itutes and businesses in FP7 and CIP. A working group has been set  
up to implement  the act ion plan, with part icipants from Land minist ries, the chambers, 
universit ies and research inst itutes. Key goals of the Act ion Plan are as follows. 
1. To organise a series of events called “ NRW: Ideas and Innovat ions” , focusing on NRW’s 
research and technological st rengths, in NRW’ s Representat ion in Brussels. The events will 
take the form of presentat ions and dialogues, involving NRW businesses and researchers, on 
part icular research and technological themes. The aim is to raise the awareness of NRW’ s 
init iat ives by the European Commission and to facilitate networking with potent ial 
partners, in order to increase the chances of NRW part icipants in FP7 and CIP.  
2. To hold events to publicise FP7 and the Land’ s support  act ivit ies, with the aim of 
increasing the number of applicat ions from NRW. Events focus on a) key players from the 
business and research sectors (29 March 2006); b) specif ic technological themes and for 
specif ic target  groups; c) providing potent ial applicants with access to European 
Commission evaluators of the FP6 programmes, as well as to staff from the nat ional contact  
points, with the aim of improving the quality of proj ect  applicat ions. 
3. To st rengthen specialist  and sectoral advisory and support  services for potent ial 
applicants, with init ial advice and informat ion provided free of charge. 
4. To assist  f inancially weaker proj ect  applicants with the costs of applicat ion. For the f irst  
t ime, FP7 will include EU funding for nat ional programmes which support  SMEs with proj ect  
applicat ions. The Land will also cont inue its exist ing programme support ing applicat ion 
processes in universit ies and public research inst itutes. 
5. To increase the part icipat ion of NRW’ s research inst itutes in st rategic internat ional 
research alliances, part icularly with a view to gaining FP7 funding for ‘ integrated proj ects’  
and ‘ excellence networks’  
Regarding past  performance in the FP6, German universit ies, research inst itutes and 
businesses obtained around €850 million each year, or around 19 percent  of total funding.  73 
                                                 
73
 Federal Minist ry of Educat ion and Research, Research at  a Glance – The German Research 
Landscape, 2007. 
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding and Policy Support Structures 
Under the themat ic priorit ies, German partners were involved in 82 percent  of all RTD 
proj ects. 
Table 9: FP6 allocations to the top 20 German universities  
Universities from Life Sciences, genetics and Information technology 
human biotechnology 
Baden-Würt temberg €31.8 mill (39%) €35.9 mill (49%) 
Bavaria €21.5 mill (26%) €6.6 mill (9%) 
Nordrhein-West falen €16.7 mill (20%) €25.6 mill (35%) 
Total FP6 funding for the top 20 
German universit ies 
€81.6 mill (100%) €73.2 mill (100%) 
Note: Percentages apply to f igures for the top 20 universit ies only. 
Source: EPRC calculat ions based on Rheinisch-West fälisches Inst itut  für Wirtschaftsforschung und 
St if terverband für die Deutsche Wissenschaft  (2006) Innovat ionsbericht  2006 zur Leist ungsfähigkeit  
des Landes Nordrhein-West falen in Wissenschaf t ,  Forschung und Technologie,  Essen, pp.178-179. 
3.4.2 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
The main organisat ion responsible for the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive in NRW is the 
NRW Minist ry for Economics, SMEs and Energy, although local partners are involved in 
specif ic programmes and proj ects. In addit ion, support  is provided by the Federal Agency 
for Const ruct ion and Spat ial Planning (which supported Interreg IIIB in 2000-06), which will 
have the following key tasks: 
x to assist  actors to prepare programming documents;  
x to advise on programme implementat ion;  
x to support  proj ects of part icular federal interest ;  
x to facilitate the exchange of results; and  
x to organise publicity events. 
Furthermore, under the interregional st rand of the future programme, the NRW Minist ry for 
Economics, SMEs and Energy provides informat ion to potent ial part icipants e.g. via publicity 
events.  
The NRW government  places considerable emphasis on part icipat ion in Interreg proj ects (as 
well as on other internat ional networks). For example, it  emphasises NRW’ s st rong 
historical commitment  to cross-border cooperat ion, not ing that  the f irst  cross-border 
cooperat ion proj ect  in the EU involved NRW. This was the EUREGIO proj ect  which was set  
up in 1958 and involved a number of local authorit ies from NRW, Niedersachsen and the 
Netherlands. NRW was also a part icipant  in the f irst  three-State network (Euregio Maas-
Rhein) in the EU, which was set  up in 1976 and included local authorit ies in NRW, Belgium 
and the Netherlands. 
Table 10 below provides data on NRW’ s part icipat ion in the Interreg and Territorial 
Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.  
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Table 10: Programmes under Interreg (2000-06) and Territorial Cooperation Objective 
(2007-13) in NRW 
2000-06  Programmes 2007-13  Programmes 
C
(s
ross-border  
t rand A) 
x NRW - Land 
Niedersachsen – 
Netherlands 
x NRW – Land Rheinland-
Pfalz – Netherlands - 
Belgium 
Transnat ional (st rand 
B) 
x North West  Europe 
(partners from NRW 
part icipated in 30 
proj ects, including 8 
which they led (out  of 
total 99 proj ects 
f inanced under the 
programme). 
Inter-regional 
(st rand C) 
x NRW part icipated in 27 
proj ects74 
Transnat ional 
(st rand B) 
x North West  Europe 
 
3.4.3 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
Informat ion and support  services under the LLP are generally organised at  a Germany-wide 
level, with some local off ices based for instance in universit ies. The various organisat ions 
involved in the programme include the following. 
First ,  the Nat ional Agency for European Educat ion in the Federal Inst itute for Vocat ional 
Educat ion (NABIBB) is the main organisat ion for Leonardo and Grundtvig, as well as for j oint  
act ions and f lanking measures, funded by the Federal Minist ry for Educat ion and Research. 
NABIBB provides details on calls, access to EU documents, and informat ion and advice to 
proj ect  applicants and holders. NABIBB also organises events for the exchange of 
experience, publicity and partner-f inding e.g.: 
x a conference on 24-25 October 2007 to assess the f irst  ten months of the LLP and to 
consider the future of the programme (part icipants will be proj ect -holders under 
the Leonardo da Vinci and Grundtvig programmes); 
x a conference on 29-30 October 2007, focusing on the st rategies used in Germany 
and other EU States to improve the quality of vocat ional educat ion under the 
Leonardo programme, with the aim of developing pract ice and facilitat ing 
networking; 
x a series of events in September-December 2007 in Berlin, Norway, Czech Republic, 
France, Spain, Aust ria and Italy aimed at  facilitat ing networking, partner f inding 
and the exchange of expert ise under Leonardo da Vinci and Grundtvig. 
Second, the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD) is mainly responsible for Erasmus. 
It  provides informat ion and advice on funding opportunit ies, and organises publicity events. 
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DAAD also has contacts with a wide network of advisers in Germany’ s universit ies who can 
provide local access to informat ion on the LLP. The DAAD is funded by Germany’ s 
universit ies to encourage internat ional relat ions via the exchange of students and 
academics, and via internat ional programmes and proj ects. 
Last ly, the Pedagogical Exchange Service of the Länder Ministers for Culture (PAD) is 
f inanced by the Länder  and is responsible for Comenius. PAD provides informat ion on calls 
and applicat ion procedures; assists with partner f inding; and organises local and 
internat ional events on dif ferent  themes. It  also has local contact  points in each Land.  
NRW’ s own act ivit ies seem to be relat ively limited regarding the LLP, although informat ion 
on the programme is provided thorough a high prof ile NRW Europe website 
(www.europa.nrw.de/ de/ index.html), which has a number of pages on opportunit ies under 
LLP, as well as t ips for people wishing to study abroad. Furthermore, informat ion on LLP is 
provided by the Land Minist ry for Schools and Further Educat ion, which can provide tailored 
informat ion and advice, but  also directs potent ial applicants to the main organisat ions 
responsible for dealing with applicat ions, namely NABIBB, DAAD and PAD. The main 
responsibilit y for providing interested part ies with further informat ion or advice lies with 
nat ional organisat ions, notably NABIBB, DAAD and PAD. 
3.4.4 Trans-European Networks (TEN) 
Obtaining TEN funding does not  seem to be a key priority of the NRW government . NRW 
already has well-developed t ransport  and energy networks, and further funding is allocated 
to their development  from various public sources. Regarding the ident if ied priority proj ects 
under TEN-T, only one of these crosses the territory of NRW, namely the ‘ high-speed 
railway axis Paris–Brussels–Cologne–Amsterdam–London’ . The sect ions of this Axis which 
cross NRW are due to be completed in 2007.   
3.5 Emilia Romagna (Italy) 
3.5.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) and 
Competit iveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
Emilia Romagna operates through an administ rat ive st ructure which is similar to that  of 
other Italian regions; it  is organised in a series of sectoral Assessorat i (i.e. Minist ries, 
whereby the Assessore is the regional Minister), under which there are various Directorate 
Generals. In the areas of RTDI and Innovat ion Policy, the key actors include the following:  
x D.G. for Product ive Act ivit ies - responsibilit ies include for instance the 
coordinat ion of the regional system for indust rial research, innovat ion and 
technology t ransfer, and the internat ionalisat ion of regional f irms (which is linked 
to their innovat ion capacity). 
x D.G. for Territ orial  and Negot iated Programming, Agreement s, and European and 
Int ernat ional Relat ions - responsibilit ies include for instance the coordinat ion and 
evaluat ion of European policies implemented in/ by the Region (including the 
preparat ion of agreements for the FP). The D.G. is also part  of the region’ s Brussels 
off ice, which is in charge of a range of act ivit ies, including: lobbying, networking, 
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informat ion disseminat ion, technical assistance, and the promot ion of the region to 
European inst itut ions and actors. The Brussels off ice works principally on two lines: 
on the one hand, it  lobbies with other European inst itut ions and, on the other, it  
implements the st rategies out lined by the regional Presidency and programmes for 
which it  receives direct  polit ical input . For example, the off ice is current ly focusing 
heavily on the Lisbon agenda, part icipat ing in the Lisbon Regions Network, a 
network of eight  European regions which places emphasis on the regional and local 
dimension of the delivery of the Lisbon agenda. The Network has also the aim of 
developing j oint  EU-funded proj ects to help regions meet  the Lisbon goals75.  
x A further actor playing an important  role in the regional R&D and innovat ion 
st rategy is ASTER.   ASTER is a consort ium involving: the regional government  (which 
has a share of 29.5 percent ); the main business organisat ions located in the region 
(e.g. Confindust ria Emilia-Romagna, Unioncamere Emilia-Romagna etc.); the main 
knowledge providers in the Region (universit ies and research cent res, with a 
part icipat ion of 54.5 percent ) and various regional service cent res. ASTER’ s 
act ivit ies are wide-ranging and involve the development  of proj ects and services 
and coordinat ing act ions aimed at  st imulat ing indust rial research, technology 
t ransfer and innovat ion in the regional product ive system. 76 ASTER is the main 
reference point  for the regional innovat ion st rategy and for the delivery of it s main 
programme, the Regional Programme for Indust rial Research, Innovat ion and 
Technology Transfer. Important ly, ASTER also carries out  informat ion and t raining 
act ivit ies, and assistance of public and private actors in the development  of 
proposals under FP6 and FP7. Since December 2001 a covenant  with the regional 
government  assigned it  the tasks to support  the regional authority, the system of 
universit ies and research cent res for the part icipat ion in FP6 tenders, undertaking 
animat ion and informat ion act ivit ies and facilitat ing networking within the region 
and internat ionally. 77 In 2004, moreover, it  was also appointed as the regional 
off ice of APRE (Agency for the Promot ion of European Research), the nat ional 
agency in charge of providing informat ion, t raining and assistance to facilitate the 
access of Italian actors to European init iat ives and programmes for R&D, 
part icularly the FP. 78  
Emilia Romagna had no specif ic st rategy with targets in terms of income and proj ects under 
the FP6. However, several factors have been conducive to good performance in the past  
with respect  to FP6: the existence of a regional st rategy for R&D (PRRITT) since 2003 with 
dedicated resources; the availability of support  mechanisms (through the regional 
                                                 
75
 See the Lisbon Regions Network’ s website at   
ht tp:/ / room.proj ectcoordinator.net / proj ectweb/ 43e00b125a33a/ Index.html  and the page 
ht tp:/ / room.proj ectcoordinator.net / ~Lisbon_and_Gothenburg_Protocol.  
76
 Bandini V., Op. Cit . .  
77
 Giunta Deliberat ion 28 December 2001, no. 3025, from Regione Emilia Romagna (2006) Nono 
eurorapporto sulle at t ività della Regione Emilia Romagna in at tuazione delle polit iche comunitarie 
(2005). Presentato nella seduta della giunta regionale del 30 ot tobre 2006, October 2006. 
78
 ht tp:/ / www.aster. it / .   
A Comparative Analysis of EU Funding and Policy Support Structures 
September 2007 55 European Policies Research Centre 
government  and ASTER); and the consolidat ion of a closely knit  network of cooperat ion 
between research cent res/ universit ies, clusters/ f i l iere/ technological dist ricts and the 
regional and sub-regional government  inst itut ions. Looking to the future, part icipat ion in 
FP7 and CIP appears to be a priority for the region as it  is focusing st rongly on the Lisbon 
agenda. Nonetheless, there are no set  targets in terms of the number of proj ects that  
regional actors should part icipate in or the resources that  should be obtained from these 
programmes. 
With specif ic reference to FP7, in May 2007 the Region signed a collaborat ion agreement  
with two other Northern Italian regions: Lombardia and Piemonte. All three regions are 
planning to implement  in 2007-13 an indust rial and development  policy heavily focused on 
the promot ion of compet it iveness through the implementat ion of programmes for 
knowledge t ransfer and indust rial research in key sectors of excellence. In this framework, 
the purpose of the agreement  is, on the one hand, to coordinate the regions’  2007-13 
St ructural Funds programmes and, on the other, to develop coordinated and j oint  proj ects 
in the framework of the tenders issued under: ‘ Indust ry 2015’  (the recent ly int roduced new 
nat ional indust rial policy, also very focused on innovat ion and science), the programmes of 
the nat ional Minist ry of University and Research, and the European FP7.  The further 
development  of the agreement  will be undertaken by a j oint  Commit tee (Comit ato 
d’ Indirizzo) and will include the creat ion of a j oint  fund to f inance the phases of proj ect  
design.  79  
3.5.2 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
Within the regional government  the responsibilit y for the coordinat ion of Interreg lies 
within the D.G. for Territ orial  and Negot iat ed Programming, Agreements, and European 
and Int ernat ional Relat ions.  The management  of the three st rands, however, is allocated to 
dif ferent  units within the D.G.: the coordinat ion of St rand A (Cross Border Adriat ic 
Programme) is undertaken by the ‘ Unit  for Inst itut ional Agreements and Special Area 
Programmes’ , whereas St rands B (CADSES and MEDOCC) and C are overseen by the ‘ Unit  for 
European Policies and Internat ional Relat ions’ . The lat ter unit  coordinates the various D.G.s 
that  take part  as lead or non-lead partners in the proj ects within these two st rands. In 
addit ion, D.G. for Spat ial  Planning and Mobil i t y syst ems (Spat ial Planning Unit ) also 
part icipates in the ESPON programme. In undertaking their tasks of design, coordinat ion, 
informat ion and t raining for Interreg proj ects, the regional off ices are supported by the 
agency ERVET which provides technical assistance to the region, e.g. assistance to the 
various DGs of the regional administ rat ion to design proj ect  proposals, and assistance with 
the undertaking of some parts of the management / implementat ion of proj ects (those parts 
that  can be externalised, e.g. monitoring etc.).  It  also provides, on request , support  to the 
local authorit ies and other actors, but  in this case working as a consultancy (on 
remunerat ion, whereas for the regional off ice its services are free as part  of a covenant  
with the regional government ). The Brussels off ice, on the other hand, has operated to 
facilitate the search for internat ional partners, but  the dif ferent  regional D.G.s have acted 
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autonomously in this sphere, exploit ing the network of internat ional partners that  they 
have developed over t ime through a range of act ivit ies. 
In the past  programming period (2000-06), the Region – intended here as the regional 
government  and the other local authorit ies - has been ext remely act ive in the f ield of  
territorial cooperat ion, part icipat ing in 170 Interreg proj ects. An analysis of the types of 
proj ect  and of resource allocat ions between the dif ferent  st rands of Interreg III is provided 
in a report  dated October 200680 which covers 135 of the 170 proj ects (the remaining 35 
proj ects relate to an Adriat ic Trans-Nat ional Cooperat ion bid that  was closed after the 
publicat ion of the aforement ioned report ).  According to the report ,  the 135 Interreg 
proj ects launched by October 2006 involve resources amount ing to approximately €48 
million, broken down as follows: 
x 15 proj ects under the CBC Adriat ic programme, of which eight  as lead partner 
(involving total  resources to the Region of around €10 million); 
x 41 proj ects in the CADSES space, of which 15 as lead partner (€18 million); 
x 31 proj ects in the MEDOCC space, of which two as lead partner (€8 million); 
x 45 proj ects in the Interreg IIIC programme, of which seven as lead partner (€11 
million); 
x proj ects in the INTERACT programme, one of which – named REACT and discussed in 
the following sect ions - as lead partner (approximately €1 million overall).  
Of these proj ects, 72 involved the regional government  and 63 the local authorit ies. 81 
Under Interreg III,  the st rengths of the Emilia Romagna approach have in part icular included 
the promot ion of the Community Init iat ive, in terms of the opportunit ies that  it  offers for 
the territory and the capacit ies of the region to part icipate in proj ects. This included a 
number of informat ion and t raining act ivit ies organised by the D.G. for Territ orial  and 
Negot iated Programming, Agreements, and European and Int ernat ional  Relat ions, but  also 
various seminars and other act ivit ies. Another st rength has been the work carried out  
within the regional administ rat ion in order to support  proj ect  design and management  
capacity. Interreg proj ects are complex to manage and require at tent ion not  j ust  at  proj ect  
design stage but  throughout  their life. For this reason it  was important  to ensure that  all 
D.G.s and regional off ices would adopt  homogenous administ rat ive procedures, similar 
indicators systems etc. For this purpose, an internal coordinat ion group was established 
within the regional administ rat ion and a couple of t raining seminars were organised, so as 
to inform and t rain regional off icers on the audit ing and account ing procedures associated 
with the management  of Interreg proj ects and other requirements.  
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More generally, a lot  of weight  was at tached to the communicat ion of Interreg. The 
coordinat ing off ice was the lead partner in an INTERACT proj ect , called REACT, 82 whose 
goals were: (i) to improve management  procedures in the Interreg programmes; (ii) to 
st rengthen management  capabilit y of NUTS II administ rat ions of Interreg Programmes; and 
(iii) to improve the quality of Interreg proj ects and of local and internat ional co-operat ion. 
This proj ect  was used also as an informat ion vehicle within the region. It  was under this 
proj ect  that  a specif ic seminar was held on how to communicate Interreg proj ects, dealing 
with: 
x how to communicate Interreg proj ects to cit izens (e.g. on the results at tained, on 
the ut il it y of the proj ects etc); and 
x how to communicate Interreg proj ects to the polit ical level. It  is seen as 
fundamental that  proj ects are not  j ust  developed and managed within the region’ s 
administ rat ion, but  that  they also have polit ical support  and ownership. The 
competent  Assessore,  in other words, has to know and to be convinced that  the 
proj ect  is useful and not  an ext ra act ivity that  adds to deadlines and work. It  is 
important  that  the polit ical level understands and believes that  these proj ects are 
useful for the administ rat ion to achieve some of it s goals. 
 
The proj ect  produced amongst  various outputs a toolkit  of guidelines for Interreg 
programme managers on good proj ect  management . 83 
Looking to the future, for the implementat ion of the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive, 
work is being concent rated on four main lines of act ion which are coherent  with the 
act ivit ies carried out  in the previous policy phase. In more detail,  efforts are being targeted 
on four tasks. 
x Consolidat ion of the relat ionship with the local authorit ies, also with the creat ion 
of a consultat ion forum (t avolo di consult azione) with the provinces which was 
established with Giunta Deliberat ion no. 953/ 2007. 
x St rengthening of the internal working method and coordinat ion mechanisms already 
established within the regional government  administ rat ion, for example with the 
re-establishment  of the inter-DG working group. 
x Concent rat ion on key st rategic themes, also ident if ied in the Giunta Deliberat ion 
no. 953/ 2007 (but  not  exclusively, i.e. with the needed f lexibilit y to also allow 
other proj ects to go ahead). 
x Engagement  as an act ive player in the mult i-level governance system established 
for the Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive nat ionally. The new NSD foresees a series 
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of priorit ies for the new Obj ect ive 3 and the creat ion of a st rategic nat ional group/  
commit tee with the part icipat ion of the Italian regions. This will decide on a 
number of issues, for example on the criteria to be used for proj ect  select ion, on 
the priority themes to be pursued through territorial cooperat ion and others.  For 
each programme, the Nat ional Commit tee will assign the presidency to one region 
and Emilia Romagna has obtained the presidency of the South-East  programme. 
3.6 Scotland 
3.6.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
In the UK as a whole, the FP7UK support  service established by the Off ice of Science and 
Innovat ion provides help to prospect ive applicants to access funding under FP7. Its aim is to 
provide a single, cent ralised, one-stop shop for informat ion and advice, covering all aspects 
of FP7. The FP7UK team provide84:  
x telephone support ; 
x disseminat ion of informat ion; 
x direct ion of applicants to informat ion sources; 
x and, advise on calls, events, news and best  pract ice.  
The team includes 31 NCPs across the UK, who specialise in individual areas of FP7 and can 
offer dedicated expert  advice and support  throughout  the life of an FP7 proj ect . Two of 
these are based in Scot land at  the TUV/ NEL management  consultancy in East  Kilbride.  
In addit ion to the two NCPs, other support  mechanisms in Scot land include the services of 
IRC Scot land. They have one full-t ime person providing advice and assistance on all aspects 
of FP7 to Scot t ish based organisat ions, in part icular to companies. IRC services are free of 
charge to Scot t ish clients, as the service is funded by the European Commission, Scot t ish 
Enterprise and Highlands and Islands Enterprise. In addit ion, Scot t ish Enterprise/ Scot land 
Europa has one full-t ime expert  based in the Brussels off ice and one in Glasgow, who deal 
with the FP7 alongside their other dut ies.  
The Scot t ish Government  itself  has three people devot ing part  of their t ime to FP7 mat ters 
(amount ing to perhaps less than one full-t ime equivalent  person). In addit ion, some Local 
Enterprise Company staff  are st rongly involved in FP7 issues on an ad hoc basis (primarily in 
the exchange of good pract ice).   
Funding for proj ect  applicants in the business sector is available from Scot t ish Enterprise 
and Highlands and Islands Enterprise, which operate a Scot t ish Proposal Assistance Fund. 
The Fund offers grant  aid of up to £15,000 to businesses to help them develop proj ect  
proposals for submission under FP7. Funding is available for the higher educat ion sector 
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through the PACER scheme (Proposal assistance for co-ordinat ion of European research). 
PACER is administered through the Scot t ish Funding Council,  with Scot t ish Government  
funding.  
3.6.2 Competit iveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) 
Support  under CIP is provided by one part -t ime employee at  Scot land Europa’ s Brussels 
off ice and by one person within the Scot t ish Government , who devote a small proport ion of 
their t ime to the programme.  
3.6.3 Interreg /  Territorial Cooperation Objective 
In the UK, the Department  of Communit ies and Local Government  (CLG) is the body 
responsible nat ionally for Interreg (except  for Interreg IV A (Ireland-Northern Ireland) 85 and 
the Northern Periphery Programme (NPP)). For the 2000-06 period, a principal aim for CLG 
was to maximise UK part icipat ion in three of the four IIIB Programmes (now IVB 
programmes) in which the UK has an interest : the North Sea (NS); North West  Europe 
(NWE); and At lant ic Area (AA) Programmes. For 2007-13, the focus of the small team within 
CLG who work on Interreg will widen to cover IVA and IVC issues, in addit ion to the IVB 
programmes.  
CLG therefore co-ordinates Interreg IIIB (now IVB) act ivity for the NS, NWE and AA 
Programmes in Scot land, Wales and Northern Ireland, in partnership with the Devolved 
Administ rat ions. The NPP was/ is managed and co-ordinated in Scot land by the Scot t ish 
Government . A UK Liaison Group (made up of CLG and the DAs) meets regularly to discuss 
Interreg/ Territorial Cooperat ion Programme issues.  
CLG is not  direct ly engaged in proj ect  development  act ivit ies but  has appointed UK Contact  
Points who provide advice to those wishing to develop proj ects in the NS, NWE and AA 
Programmes. (The NPP has a regional contact  point  based in Highlands and Islands 
Enterprise). During the 2000-06 period, CLG also managed a fund (£9 million) to help 
provide successful UK ERDF proj ect  applicants with match funding. (Scot t ish recipients of 
CLG match-funding have included Highland Council,  Forest ry Commission Scot land, 
Renfrewshire Council and Edinburgh City Council).  This fund has not  been cont inued for the 
2007-13 period. Table 11 below provides data on Scot land’ s part icipat ion in the Interreg 
and Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.  
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Table 11: Programmes under Interreg (2000-06) and Territorial Cooperation Objective 
(2007-13) in Scotland 
2000-06  Programmes 2007-13  Programmes 
Cross-border  - Cross-border  x Ireland-N.Ireland-
Scot land (st rand A) (st rand A) 
Transnat ional (st rand 
B) 
Transnat ional 
(st rand B) 
x North West  Europe x North West  Europe 
x At lant ic Area x At lant ic Area 
x North Sea x North Sea 
x Northern Periphery x Northern Periphery 
 
The Scot t ish Government  has a team of four people working part -t ime on Interreg mat ters. 
Their role has been to provide CLG with an assessment  of Scot t ish ERDF applicat ions, to 
provide an assessment  of applicat ions submit ted to them for CLG match funding (when the 
match-funding scheme was in operat ion), and to facilitate regional networking st ructures to 
promote part icipat ion in the Interreg programmes. The Government  is keen to develop 
these st ructures for the 2007-13 period, to encourage communicat ion with partners, avoid 
duplicat ion and, ult imately, improve proj ect  quality.   
3.6.4 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
The Nat ional Agencies which have been appointed to manage and deliver LLP in the UK are 
the Brit ish Council (Comenius and Erasmus) and Ecotec Ltd. (Leonardo, Grundtvig and 
Transversal act ions).  
The Brit ish Council is incorporated by royal charter and registered in the UK as a charity. It  
operates as an execut ive non-departmental public body, sponsored by the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Off ice, which provides core grant -in-aid. ECOTEC Ltd is a consultancy which 
provides programme management  services within it s range of expert ise. As a Nat ional 
Agency, it  runs the programme websites, organises seminars and workshops, and talks 
through proj ect  ideas with applicants.  
In addit ion to the European Commission’ s call for proposals (published in December 2006) 
which out lines the EU’ s LLP priorit ies for 2007, four UK priorit ies have also been set . (These 
do not  apply to the Leonardo Transfer of Innovat ion sub-programme, under which no 
Nat ional Priorit ies are applicable for 2007.) Applicat ions for Leonardo are either submit ted 
to ECOTEC or (for cent ralised act ions) the Educat ion, Audiovisual and Culture Execut ive 
Agency (EACEA), which operates under supervision from its two parent  Directorates-
General: DG Educat ion and Culture (EAC) and DG Informat ion Society and Media (INFSO). 
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Figure 1: Application process for Leonardo in the UK 
Measure Apply to: 
Transfer of innovat ion (customising innovat ive t raining materials) ECOTEC (Birmingham) 
Mobilit y (European work placements, study visits) ECOTEC (Birmingham) 
ECOTEC (Birmingham) Preparatory visits 
Development  of innovat ion (new t raining materials) EACEA (Brussels) 
Networks (sharing ideas and best  pract ice in vocat ional educat ion and 
t raining) 
EACEA (Brussels) 
Accompanying measures (promot ing obj ect ives and results) EACEA (Brussels) 
 
There is no Scot land-specif ic support  st ructure under the programme, with the except ion of  
the one staff member in Scot land Europa Brussels off ice, who deals with the LLP (along 
with the other EU programmes).  
With specif ic reference to Scot land’ s success under the Leonardo programme, in 2000-06 
out  of a total of 947 UK applicat ions under Leonardo procedure B, 62 were from Scot land 
(c. 7 percent ), with 11 successful Scot t ish applicat ions out  of a UK total of 159 (c. 7 
percent ); see Table 12. This is somewhat  below Scot land’ s share of populat ion of 9 percent . 
However, the situat ion has marginally improved in 2007 when 15 percent  of the 
applicat ions submit ted were registered from Scot land, with 11.5 percent  of those 
recommended for support  being Scot t ish.  
Table 12: Scotland’s performance under Leonardo procedure B in 2000-06  
Devolved 
Authority 
Received 
applications per 
% Successful % 
projects 
call 
Scotland 62 6.5 11 6.9 
England 790 83.4 133 83.6 
Wales 43 4.5 8 5.0 
Northern Ireland 52 5.5 7 4.4 
Total 947 100.0 159 100.0 
Source: ECOTEC 
Part icipat ion in the Leonardo programme has primarily involved actors from the educat ion 
sector. In 2000-06, only two proj ects were received from large enterprises, with the 
remaining nine originat ing from the educat ional sector. This situat ion has prevailed over 
the last  ten years. Part icipants in Scot land outside the educat ion sector in the past  have 
included: Innogen (UK) Ltd (€229,000 for a mobility proj ect ); the SFA (€6.2 million for 
mobilit y proj ects); Tourist  Board Training (€1.5 million for mobilit y and pilot  proj ects); the 
Forest ry Cont ract ing associat ion (€82,000 for mobilit y proj ects); and Wood Group Aero 
(€2,000 for mobilit y).  
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3.6.5 Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E) 
Scot t ish t ransport  applicat ions under TEN-T are managed through the UK’ s Department  for 
Transport  (DfT). DfT are also represented in the EU-level commit tee work. Off icials from 
the Scot t ish Government  act ively work with DfT in this process. There is no data available 
concerning support  st ructures under TEN-E.  
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4. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
The aim of this study has been to undertake a comparat ive analysis of EU funding and policy 
support  st ructures in f ive comparator count ries and regions: Finland, Sweden, Ireland, 
Emilia Romagna (Italy), and Nordrhein West falen (Germany). Against  a backdrop of 
declining receipts for Scot land from EU St ructural Funds, the quest ion is whether Scot land 
could bet ter exploit  some of the other sources of EU funding, notably: the EU Framework 
Programme for Research and Development  (FP); the Compet it iveness and Innovat ion 
Programme (CIP); the Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP); Trans-European Networks (TEN-T 
and TEN-E); and the Community Init iat ive, formerly known as Interreg, which in 2007-13 is 
part  of the new Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive.   
The previous sect ions have provided informat ion on these f ive EU programmes in terms of 
their funding allocat ion processes, as well as their respect ive support  st ructures in the case 
study count ries/ regions. This sect ion builds on the informat ion provided and analyses the 
main results to emerge from the research. The sect ion also highlights interest ing issues for 
further discussion in Scot land.  
As previously noted, the research was const rained by the limited number of interviews that  
EPRC was able to carry out  during a holiday period, as well as the lack of informat ion on 
programmes such as the CIP. Nevertheless, some important  issues have emerged from the 
research. Under the more ‘ compet it ive’  EU programmes of FP7 and CIP, it  appears that  the 
case study count ries/ regions have a more st rategic approach and bet ter organisat ional 
support  for maximising the potent ial benefits of such EU funding. The benefits are part ly 
f inancial,  but  they also include greater European engagement  through partnerships and 
networks. In addit ion, there seems to be scope for a more coordinated and regional 
approach to be adopted in Scot land under FP7 and CIP, but  also under Interreg and LLP. 
4.1 Framework Programme for Research and Development (FP) 
4.1.1 FP support  structures 
The support  st ructures established for FP7 vary between the part icipat ing Member States. 
In addit ion to specif ic nat ional/ regional st ructures, there are a number of EU-wide support  
services available, including: the Nat ional Contact  Point  (NCP) network; the Informal Group 
of RTD Liaison Off ices (IGLO); the Enquiry Service86;  and the Community Research and 
Development  Informat ion Service for Science, Research and Development  (Cordis)87.   
The NCPs have provided the main source of advice and assistance under the FP, since its 
f if th phase (FP5). NCPs are nat ional st ructures established and f inanced by the governments 
part icipat ing in the FP. Each count ry has responsibilit y for the organisat ional st ructure of 
it s NCP system (including the nominat ion of the NCPs), which is done according to nat ional 
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requirements and the programme’s Guiding Principles88 agreed by the part icipat ing 
count ries. The st ructures vary from highly cent ralised to decent ralised networks, and 
include a number of very dif ferent  actors, from minist ries and government  agencies (e.g. 
Finland and Sweden) to universit ies, research cent res (e.g. NRW) and special agencies to 
private consult ing companies (see Table 13). This ref lects dif ferent  nat ional t radit ions, 
working methods, research landscapes and funding schemes. 89 Because the NCPs are set  up 
nat ionally, their exact  role and services offered may dif fer. In general, their basic services 
in accordance with the Guiding Principles should include: 
x to provide guidance on choosing themat ic priorit ies and inst ruments; 
x to advise on administ rat ive procedures and cont ractual issues; 
x to provide t raining and assistance on writ ing a proposal; 
x to dist ribute documentat ion (forms, guidelines, manuals etc.);  and 
x to assist  with partner searches. 
Table 13: NCPs in the case study countries/regions 
Country/region Number of 
NCPs 
NCPs (number of themes for which they are responsible) 
Finland 39 Main NCPs: Tekes (13) and the Academy of Finland (16).  
Other NCPs: T&E Cent res (6); Min. of  Educat ion (1);   Min. of Trade & 
Indust ry (1); Min. of Transport  & Communicat ions (1); and VTT (1) 
Sweden 41 Main NCP: European Programmes Unit  at  VINNOVA (27). 
Other NCPs: FOI (2); Formas (2); SEMA (2);  EPA (1);  Nutek (2); SNSB 
(1); SKI (1); SSI (1); and SRC (2) 
Ireland 28 Main NCP: Enterprise Ireland (16).  
Other NCPs: Dept  of Agriculture and Food (1); Dept  of Environment ,  
Heritage and Local Government  (1); EPA (1); EPA Regional 
Inspectorate (1); Higher Educat ion Authority (1); Irish Research 
Council for Humanit ies and Social Sciences (2); Irish Research 
Council for Science, Engineering and Technology (1); Irish 
Universit ies Associat ion (2); Science Foundat ion Ireland (1); and 
Sustainable Energy Ireland (1) 
Nordrhein-
West falen 
2 (79 in 
Germany) 
Helmholtz Research Cent re and ZENIT.  
Emilia Romagna At  least  1 (42 
in Italy) 
ASTER is the regional agency under APRE in Emilia Romagna, and as 
such also the regional NCP. (In Italy, the NCPs are APRE and MUR90)  
Scot land 2 (31 in the 
UK) 
TUV/ NEL management  consultancy (3) 
Source: ht tp:/ / cordis.europa.eu/ fp7/ home_en.html 
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In addit ion to the NCPs, many Member States have j oined the network of IGLO, which is an 
associat ion of Brussels-based non-profit  R&D Liaison Off ices. As noted previously, the aim of 
IGLO is to facilitate and enhance the interact ion, informat ion exchange and co-operat ion 
between members of IGLO, their nat ional research systems and the European inst itut ions on 
issues related to EU RTD, in part icular the FP. Each off ice is set  up dif ferent ly ref lect ing 
the needs of the parent  organisat ion in each count ry (see Table 14)91.  However, all off ices 
have the common goal of promot ing part icipat ion in the EU research programmes, and their 
services include:  
x the disseminat ion advice and informat ion on research funding opportunit ies; 
x facilitat ing contacts and act ing as user-friendly interfaces between the scient if ic 
community and the European inst itut ions; 
x interact ing proact ively with the European Commission and other Brussels contacts; 
x monitoring developments in research, innovat ion and educat ion policy; 
x providing the European Commission and other Brussels contacts with informat ion 
about  the research and t raining community in each count ry; and 
x providing a partner search service. 
Table 14: IGLO offices/parent organisations in the case study countries/regions 
Country/region IGLO Office Location Number of staff 
Finland Tekes Helsinki and Brussels Brussels: 2 (1 
represent ing Tekes and 
1 the Academy of 
Finland) 
Helsinki:  6  
Sweden European Programmes 
Unit  at  VINNOVA 
Stockholm and Brussels Brussels: 1 
Stockholm: 21 
Ireland Enterprise Ireland Dublin and Brussels Brussels: 1 
Dublin: Brussels off ice 
is the European part  of 
the Nat ional Support  
Network, which 
comprises 35 
individuals. 
Nordrhein-West falen  KoWi (Germany-wide) Bonn and Brussels Brussels: 6 
Bonn: 8 
Emilia Romagna CNR and ENEA (Italy-
wide) 
Rome and Brussels Informat ion n/ a 
Scot land UKRO (UK-wide) Brussels Brussels: 11 
Source: www.iglortd.org 
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4.1.2 FP case study experiences 
Among the case studies, support  st ructures most ly rely on EU-wide support  st ructures (e.g. 
NCPs, the EU R&D Liaison Off ices and their respect ive parent  organisat ions), although with 
varying capacit ies. In count ries such as Finland and Sweden, such support  st ructures are 
generally perceived to be working well,  although some efforts in terms of st rengthening the 
st ructures are expected in response to the demands of the renewed Framework 
Programme.   
In Finland,  despite issues stemming from limited human resources92,  the current  st ructure 
is perceived to be a st rength for two main reasons: f irst ,  the st ructure is simple with Tekes 
and the Academy of Finland as the main NCPs, and the Finnish EU R&D Secretariat / Liaison 
Off ice (based in Tekes) coordinat ing the efforts; second, the st ructure st retches out  to the 
regions through the network of T&E Cent res offering Tekes’  services.  
In Sweden,  the support  st ructure, based on NCPs and the Swedish EU R&D Council/ Liaison 
Off ice, has provided a successful base for at t ract ing EU funding in the past  (Sweden bidded 
£510 million under FP6). Despite this, some changes are being considered, part icularly in 
order to increase the inf luence at  the EU-level. This is expected to entail a delegat ion of 
work from the Minist ries to the relevant  agencies to avoid problems with resources and 
overlap with responsibilit ies; wider involvement  of Swedish organisat ions in the promot ional 
act ivit ies of FP; as well as necessary increases in funding levels and human resources in the 
organisat ions promot ing and providing assistance under FP (see Swedish st rategy for R&D in 
Box 3). 
In some count ries, reinforcements to the support  st ructures have already taken place, as 
the example of Ireland illust rates. 
Ireland has incorporated the services of the NCPs and the Liaison Off ice in Brussels into a 
wider Nat ional Support  Network for FP7. This involves representat ives of 12 dif ferent  Irish 
funding organisat ions, a total of 35 individuals, including: Nat ional Delegates, who 
represent  Ireland on the relevant  EU programme commit tees and ident ify st rategic 
opportunit ies for Irish involvement  in the programme; and NCPs, who specialise in 
individual areas of FP7. In addit ion, the network has a dedicated nat ional off ice for FP7 at  
the cent re of the network, which provides complementary support  services. The current  
st ructure has been developed based on the results of a nat ional consultat ion, and the new 
demands of FP7. This has, amongst  other things, resulted in a substant ial increase in the 
level of resources (human and f inancial).   
In other case study examples, the support  st ructures rely on regional and state level 
mechanisms, such as in Nordrhein-West falen, but  also on close collaborat ion with a wide 
range of regional actors, as in Emilia Romagna. 
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In Nordrhein-Westfalen, support  is available from the federal as well as Land level.  
Germany-wide services are provided by the Federal Minist ry for Educat ion and Research, 
Federal Minist ry for Economics and Technology, EU R&D Liaison Off ice, universit ies and 
public research cent res, as well as the sub-regional Chambers of Indust ry and Commerce, 
and the Craft  Chambers. NRW offers more targeted services to actors within its Land.  These 
include two NCPs (Helmholtz Research Cent re and ZENIT), as well as a number of advice 
cent res (e.g. Euroconsult ).  Alongside the act ivit ies to improve the part icipat ion of NRW’ s 
universit ies and research inst itutes under FP7 (and CIP), part icular efforts are aimed at  
businesses. In NRW, for instance, ZENIT offers targeted advice for SMEs.  
In Emilia Romagna,  there are a number of regional actors, as well as an act ive Brussels 
off ice, which are closely involved in the areas of RTDI and innovat ion policies. For instance, 
the ASTER consort ium brings together the regional government , main business 
organisat ions, main knowledge providers and other regional service cent res to provide 
informat ion and t raining act ivit ies under FP7. In addit ion, the region has a NCP with ASTER 
working as the regional off ice under APRE, which is the main NCP in Italy. To st rengthen its 
st ructure under FP7, Emilia Romagna also collaborates closely with other regions 
(Lombardia and Piemonte) to develop j oint  proj ects. The support  st ructure has been 
perceived as an important  cont ribut ion to good performance under FP6. 
Table 15: Support structures under FP7 in the case study countries/regions 
Country/region Management 
and 
coordination 
Support structure Funding for applicants 
Finland Tekes and 
Academy of 
Finland 
operat ing under 
the guidance of 
Minist ry of 
Trade and 
Indust ry and 
Minist ry of 
Educat ion 
Support  provided by NCPs and 
the Finnish EU R&D 
Secretariat  (Helsinki and 
Brussels). Support  also 
available in the regions 
through T&E Cent res. 
Tekes: €15,000 for signif icant  
and large proj ect  proposals 
Academy of Finland: €40,000 
for universit ies and research 
inst itutes for the development  
of internat ional collaborat ive 
proj ects, which mainly covers 
t ravel expenses. 
Sweden VINNOVA 
operat ing under 
the Minist ry of 
Enterprise, 
Energy and 
Communicat ions 
Support  provided by NCPs, 
and the Swedish EU R&D 
Council (Stockholm and 
Brussels).  
VINNOVA: SK150,00093 SMINT 
grant  for SMEs for pre-studies. 
SK25,00094 for the negot iat ion 
phase with the Commission.  
VINNOVA: SK200,00095 
planning grant  for proj ect  
coordinators. SK50,00096 for 
the negot iat ion  phase with 
the Commission. 
Also other funding sources 
available. 
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Ireland Nat ional 
Support  
Network 
Support  by the Nat ional 
Support  Network and 
European Off ice 
€3,000 for t ravel support  with 
applicat ions accepted on a 
cont inuous basis. 
€25,000 for feasibility studies 
with equal investment  by the 
company.  
€25,000 for coordinat ion 
support   
New incent ives are current ly 
being developed/ reviewed. 
Federal and Land level 
support . In the NRW st ructure 
based on NCPs and various 
advice cent res. 
Nordrhein-
West falen 
Federal and 
Land Minist ries 
Informat ion n/ a 
Emilia Romagna Regional DGs  Support  provided by the 
Brussels off ice and regional 
consort ium ASTER. Regional 
collaborat ion. 
In the future, creat ion of a 
fund to f inance the phases of 
proj ect  design. 
Scot land No Scot land 
specif ic 
responsibilit y 
Support  provided by NCPs, IRC 
Scot land and Scot land Europa. 
Furthermore, Scot t ish 
Government  and certain local 
Enterprise Companies are 
involved on a part -t ime basis. 
£15,000 Proposal Assistance 
Fund from the Scot t ish 
Enterprise (and Highlands and 
Islands Enterprise). Funding 
also available for the higher 
educat ion sector through the 
PACER scheme 
 
4.1.3 Issues for Scotland 
The support  st ructures for FP7 in the case study count ries/ regions are more developed than 
in Scot land. Although Scot land has NCPs for FP7, as well as support  from organisat ions such 
as IRC Scot land, Scot land Europa and the Scot t ish Government , these organisat ions are 
limited in terms of human resources. The available data indicate that  some other 
count ries/ regions (e.g. Finland, Ireland) commit  more resources than are available in 
Scot land, and indeed consider that  yet  more resources are needed (e.g. Finland). In others, 
the future st rategies make a clear commitment  to increasing resources (e.g. Sweden). 
Similarly, although Scot land has funding available to support  the development  of proj ect  
proposals, the number of funding sources (and somet imes also the level of funding) are 
more limited in comparison to the case study examples (e.g. Sweden, Ireland). Based on 
the results of the study, possible future issues to be taken into considerat ion in Scot land 
include the following.  
x The key issue for the Scott ish Government, agencies, local authorit ies, 
universit ies and other stakeholders is to recognise the importance of FP7, 
including the increasing financial benefits, but also factors such as greater 
European engagement. In the case study count ries/ regions, the programme is 
already highly priorit ised. In Sweden and Nordrhein-West falen, specif ic st rategies 
exist  to address the new demands of the programme. In Emilia Romagna, the 
programme is cent ral to the efforts being made to meet  the Lisbon obj ect ives, and 
in Ireland in their route to internat ionalisat ion. In Finland also, part icipat ion in FP7 
is becoming more important  due to the larger budget  available.  
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x In the light of the growing resources and demands of FP7, sufficient human 
resources and funding available for applicants are important elements to 
improve success under the programme. Several count ries/ regions have init iated 
review exercises to learn from past  experience and improve their capabilit ies for 
at t ract ing funding. Increases in the level of  human resources, as well as increases in 
funding available for applicants, are highlighted as the most  important  issues 
concerning the new demands of FP7 (i.e. larger budget , more themes, longer 
t imeframe). In Ireland, such changes have been int roduced as a result  of the 
nat ional consultat ion on the FP6 support  network. In similar vein, the Swedish 
st rategy for R&D highlights the need to int roduce changes to the roles of the 
organisat ions involved in FP7 and also to the levels of funding available to proj ect  
applicants. Finnish organisat ions are also advocat ing further human resources to be 
made available due to the new demands of FP7.  
x Support  from the central government level is recognised as a crit ical factor. 
The polit ical importance at tached to the EU programmes inf luences the level of 
support  available in the count ry/ region. Examples include Sweden, where the 
cent ral government  took the init iat ive to commission a st rategy on mechanisms to 
increase inf luence and part icipat ion of Swedish actors under the FP. Similarly, in 
Ireland the polit ical priority is clearly expressed in the Nat ional St rategy for 
Science, Technology and Innovat ion 2006-13, and the increased resources that  have 
been made available. At  a sub-nat ional level, the Act ion Plan in Nordrhein-
West falen illust rates concrete act ions that  the Land has adopted to increase 
part icipat ion in the programme.  
x An active, strategic approach to attracting funding at  EU-level is essential. 
This is part icularly evident  in the st rategies of Sweden and Ireland. Sweden has 
acknowledged its lack of inf luence in the past  at  the EU level, which the st rategy 
for R&D is expected to address. In Ireland the role of the Brussels-based EU R&D 
Liaison Off ice has become increasingly important , part icularly in promot ing 
interact ion with the Commission services. The Off ice’ s close locat ion to the Irish 
Embassy is used to run a series of Ambassador lunches, to which senior Irish 
researchers and higher-level Commission off icials are invited. The st rong 
part icipat ion of German f irms in Technology Plat forms, which are one of the main 
means for def ining R&D priorit ies, is a further il lust rat ion that  mechanisms at  the 
EU-level play an important  role. Also, in Emilia Romagna, the region’ s Brussels 
off ice has an important  role in engaging in Lisbon-related act ivit ies.  
x Targeting business is considered important in several case studies.  This is 
evident  in the support  st ructures of Nordrhein-West falen (e.g. ZENIT target ing 
SMEs), as well as across Germany (e.g. act ive business part icipat ion in Technology 
Plat forms). A similar approach has been adopted in Ireland, where Technology 
Plat forms and the part icipat ion of enterprise are promoted. Furthermore, since the 
educat ion sector has generally benefited from the highest  levels of part icipat ion in 
past  programmes, there is a clear need to balance the part icipat ion of universit ies 
etc with greater involvement  of other sectors such as the business community.  
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x Funding strategies should ut ilise a wide range of information sources, and 
ensure effective coordination.  Most  case study count ries/ regions promote FP7 
through various inst ruments, including websites, events, and brochures, which are 
delivered through a number of dif ferent  actors. Under FP7, the coordinat ion of 
funding efforts is part icularly important  due to the more interact ive nature of the 
research themes. In the case study count ries/ regions, coordinat ion is most ly 
organised cent rally and carried out  through Government  agencies. In Finland Tekes 
and in Sweden VINNOVA respect ively act  as the Secretariats for EU R&D, which 
coordinate the NCPs and other act ivit ies in relat ion to FP7. Similarly, in the case of 
Ireland, a Nat ional Director (at tached to Enterprise Ireland) has been appointed to 
coordinate the act ivit ies of the Irish Support  Network.  
x In addit ion to national support  structures, extensive regional networks and 
collaboration are useful to maximise benefits in the programme. In Nordrhein-
West falen, federal-level act ivit ies are supported by complementary Land-level 
services in order to maximise awareness and part icipat ion under the programme. 
Similarly in Finland, the network of the T&E Cent res is used to provide advice under 
a number of EU and nat ional programmes to ensure regional target ing. Last ly, in 
Emilia Romagna the act ivit ies are increasingly reaching outside regional borders. 
The region has recent ly formed a collaborat ion agreement  with Lombardia and 
Piemonte for the development  of coordinated and j oint  proj ects, as well as j oint  
funding schemes under programmes such as FP7.  
 
4.1.4 CIP support  structures 
Because CIP is a new programme, and generally perceived as less at t ract ive than FP7 
(mainly due to it s smaller budget ), support  st ructures in the part icipat ing Member States 
are in many cases st il l at  early stages of development  (e.g. Finland and Nordrhein-
West falen). Due to the programme’s close links with FP7 and to ensure their coordinat ion, 
some Member States have developed specif ic st rategies for the programme (e.g. Sweden), 
whereas others are planning to link their respect ive support  st ructures (e.g. Germany).  
Similarly to FP7, the Member States may base their st ructures on EU-level support  
inst ruments. These include the off icial Commission website, as well as the informat ion 
services provided by the European Business Support  Networks, which in 2008 will integrate 
the services provided by the Euro Info Cent res (EICs) and the Innovat ion Relay Cent res 
(IRCs). The European Business Support  Networks aim to provide a single point  for SMEs for 
assistance in their respect ive region for EU funding opportunit ies (including the CIP). The 
current  progress in the case study count ries/ regions regarding the support  st ructures under 
CIP is il lust rated in Table 16.   
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Table 16: Support structures under CIP in the case study countries/regions 
Country/region Management 
and 
coordination 
Support structure Funding for applicants 
Finland Minist ry of Trade 
and Indust ry 
(Minist ry of 
Transport  and 
Communicat ions 
involved in ICT), 
although 
agencies may be 
involved in 
implementat ion 
Support  provided by: off icial 
European Commission 
website; Euro Info Cent res 
(EIC) and Innovat ion Relay 
Cent res (IRC); FINCIP 
informat ion point ; regional 
support  by T&E Cent res 
Under development  
Sweden Minist ry of 
Enterprise, 
Energy and 
Communicat ions, 
with  
implementat ion 
and management   
shared between 
four public 
agencies 
Support  based on a st rategy 
which will be implemented in 
collaborat ion between Nutek, 
VINNOVA, Swedish Energy 
Agency, and the Swedish 
Environmental Protect ion 
Agency. 
Swedish Energy Agency:  SK 
50,00097  
Funding also available from 
other government  agencies. 
 
Ireland Informat ion n/ a Informat ion n/ a Informat ion n/ a 
Nordrhein-
West falen 
Informat ion n/ a Linked to FP7, st ructure st il l 
under development  
Informat ion n/ a 
Emilia Romagna Informat ion n/ a Informat ion n/ a Informat ion n/ a 
Scot land Informat ion n/ a One employee at  Scot land 
Europa’ s Brussels off ice and 
one person within the Scot t ish 
Government  devote a small 
proport ion of their t ime to 
the programme. 
Informat ion n/ a 
 
4.1.5 CIP case study experiences 
As the above table indicates, the support  st ructures for the CIP are st il l under development 
in most  case study count ries/ regions.  
The current  progress with the programme in Finland relates mainly to cent ral level 
responsibilit y for programme development  at  the EU-level. The specif ic support  st ructure 
(including the involvement  of agencies) is st il l to be developed, although this is expected to 
be based on Commission services, such as the off icial CIP website 
(ht tp:/ / ec.europa.eu/ cip/ index_en.htm) and the services of the European Business Support  
Networks. However, other init iat ives have also been undertaken, namely the development  
of a FINCIP informat ion point . As with other programmes (EU and nat ional),  addit ional 
support  is provided through the regional T&E Cent res. Although the programme is generally 
perceived as less important  than FP7, themes such as environment  and innovat ion 
technology, as well as the commercialisat ion of innovat ion, are expected to at t ract  interest  
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amongst  Finnish applicants. This is because the prospect ive EU funding is more at t ract ive 
than nat ional sources. In this respect , Finland is aiming to obtain a share of funding at  least  
equivalent  to its populat ion share of the EU.  
In Sweden,  on the other hand, the st ructures for the CIP are well ahead of schedule. The 
four public agencies which will be in charge of managing the programme in Sweden have 
developed a st rategy for the implementat ion of  CIP. Nutek is the main organisat ion in 
charge, although others will take part  under the specif ic st rands of the programme. The 
st rategy has been divided into three specif ic sub-st rategies, including: informat ion and 
communicat ion; cooperat ion; and inf luence. The st rategy relies on the services provided by 
the Euro Informat ion Cent re/ Innovat ion Relay Cent re network, but  aims to further 
coordinat ion with other programmes, such as St ructural Funds programmes and FP7. 
Specif ic at tent ion is given to target  groups; therefore, there is close communicat ion with 
local and regional actors. Nutek’ s regional off ices are cent ral to this process (i.e. Nutek is 
the managing authority for the St ructural Funds, and has current ly representat ion in eight  
regions). The st rategy also includes close cooperat ion with a range of organisat ions in 
Sweden and abroad, as well as increased inf luence at  the EU-level. The planned st ructure, 
with four agencies, is perceived as a st rength, part icularly due to its potent ial to reach out  
to the various target  groups, although some concerns remain regarding the diverse focus of 
the programme. Furthermore, Sweden’ s role at  European level is expected to be 
reinforced, should Nutek be appointed for the coordinat ion of the European Business 
Support  Network. 
4.1.6 Issues for Scotland 
There is current ly a very limited support  st ructure in Scot land for CIP. Although the 
programme is generally perceived to be less important  than FP7, the case study examples 
illust rate that  support  st ructures are needed, whether coordinated with FP7 or separate.  
x If Scotland is to maximise its share of CIP funding, the programme needs to be 
given a higher profile and have a specific support  strategy. The general 
percept ion is that  CIP is less important  than FP7 due to its lower budget . Despite 
this, Sweden has developed a specif ic st rategy for the programme, coordinated 
closely with the other programmes, such as the St ructural Funds and FP7.  Similarly,  
Nordrhein-West falen is expected to coordinate the respect ive support  st ructures 
between FP7 and CIP, and has developed an Act ion Plan to increase part icipat ion 
under these programmes. 
x Strategies and activit ies at  the EU level are also important if Scotland wants 
to influence the future direction of the programme. As the example of Sweden 
illust rates, increased inf luence at  the EU level is seen as necessary in order to 
promote Swedish policy views, which in turn can cont ribute to a more effect ive and 
st ronger CIP, and subsequent ly benefit  the target  groups. Sweden has also engaged 
act ively in EU-level support  st ructures, with Nutek expected to be appointed as the 
coordinator of the European Business Support  Network. 
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x Synergies can be attained by involving different organisations in a coordinated 
approach. In Sweden, the involvement  of the four agencies (with dif ferent  
capacit ies) is expected to lead to synergies and benefit  the target  groups. Similarly, 
regional networks may be useful, such as the Finnish T&E Cent res, which provide 
informat ion in the regions on a range of programmes available (nat ional and EU). 
Similarly to FP7, the coordinat ion of act ivit ies often takes place through one 
cent ral organisat ion (e.g. Government  agency).  
4.2 Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective 
4.2.1 Support  structures 
The support  st ructures under Interreg and the current  Territorial Cooperat ion Obj ect ive are 
often more limited in comparison to the more compet it ive programmes of FP7 and CIP. This 
is due to a number of reasons:  
x funding is pre-allocated to the Member States, but  compet it ive under the agreed 
programmes;  
x this in turn means that  Member States of ten leave the specif ic support  mechanisms 
to the respect ive programmes (e.g. regional /  nat ional contact  points);  
x if  a count ry/ region has been successful in the programme in the past , there is not  
necessarily the need/ demand for addit ional support  st ructures; and 
x in some count ries/ regions, the maximisat ion of their own part icipat ion is not  the 
highest  priority. 
However, all the case study count ries/ regions have int roduced some level of external 
support  for part icipants under the programmes (see Table 17).  
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Table 17: Support structures under Interreg/Territorial Cooperation Objective in the 
case study countries/regions 
Country/region Responsibility Main support mechanisms  
Finland Minist ry of the Interior;   
Regional Councils 
No cent ral-level support , although some promot ional 
act ivit ies with the t ransnat ional programmes. Regional 
Councils take part  in promot ional act ivit ies due to 
their involvement  in the programmes.  
Sweden Minist ry of Enterprise, 
Energy and 
Communicat ions; Nutek, 
County Administ rat ion 
Boards 
Nutek provides administ rat ive help, and is involved in 
developing the communicat ion on the programmes in 
the future.  
Ireland Department  of Finance; 
Regional Assemblies 
Cent ral level takes part  in publicising programmes, 
although main responsibilit y lies with the Regional 
Assemblies. 
Nordrhein-
West falen 
NRW Minist ry for 
Economics, SMEs and 
Energy; support   
provided by the Federal 
Agency for Const ruct ion 
and Spat ial Planning 
Publicity events organised by the Federal Agency as 
well as by the NRW Minist ry (interregional st rand).  
Emilia Romagna D.G. for Territorial and 
Negot iated 
Programming, 
Agreements, and 
European and 
Internat ional Relat ions 
Informat ion, t raining, seminars and other act ivit ies 
organised by the regional D.G; support  in this process 
provided by ERVET; Brussels off ice has helped in the 
search for internat ional partners.  
Scot land The Department  of 
Communit ies and Local 
Government  has the 
overall nat ional 
responsibility and is 
assisted in Scot land by 
the Scot t ish Government   
Scot t ish Government  is involved in facilitat ing regional 
networking st ructures to promote the part icipat ion in 
the Interreg programmes.  
 
 
4.2.2 Case study experiences 
The support  st ructures adopted in the case study count ries/ regions vary. In some instances, 
it  is perceived that  there is no need for addit ional support  due to past  success in the 
programmes (e.g. Finland). However, in other examples, an act ive support  st ructure (e.g. 
Emilia Romagna) and improved coordinat ion and communicat ion (e.g. Sweden) are felt  to 
be crucial in maximising the benefits of the programmes.  
In Finland and Ireland,  the cent ral level provides rather limited support . Most  of the 
responsibilit y for promot ional act ivit ies, assistance and advice for proj ect  applicants is with 
the regional authorit ies (Regional Councils and Regional Assemblies respect ively). This is 
due to their close involvement  in the programmes (i.e. regional contact  point , member of a 
programme commit tee), or simply due to their wider role as regional development  actors 
(e.g. in Finland, the Regional Councils share the regional development  responsibilit y with 
the state). In Ireland, the promot ional aspect  has gone beyond regional borders, for 
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instance with the organisat ion of a large-scale Interreg IV day for all the Irish Interreg 
programmes.  
In Sweden and Nordrhein-Westfalen, the cent ral level is act ively involved in providing 
support . In NRW, the federal level is closely involved in publicising the programmes, 
whereas in Sweden the cent ral level focuses on st rategic coordinat ion act ivit ies. In the 
lat ter case, Nutek plays an important  role through its involvement  in promot ing exchange 
of experiences and communicat ion on the programmes.  
The support  st ructures in Emilia Romagna have been praised due to the number of 
informat ion, t raining, seminars and other act ivit ies organised by the responsible D.G. A 
further st rength has been the work carried out  within the regional administ rat ion in order 
to support  proj ect  design and management  capacity. This has been great ly facilitated by 
the internal coordinat ion group which has helped ensure a more standardised approach to 
the management  of Interreg proj ects.  
4.2.3 Issues for Scotland 
In Scot land, the support  st ructure for territorial cooperat ion is mainly based on the services 
of the Scot t ish Government , which facilitates regional networking st ructures in order to 
promote part icipat ion of the regions in the Interreg programmes. Due to limited data, it  is 
dif f icult  to compare the case studies, but  it  is obvious that , for instance in Emilia Romagna, 
there is signif icant ly more regional support  available. Part icularly as the focus in Scot land is 
increasingly on the quality of proj ects, there could be scope for st rengthening and 
coordinat ing support  in order to improve performance. In addit ion, evidence from Scot t ish 
Enterprise implies that  increased promot ional efforts in the past  have led to increased 
part icipat ion.  
x Active support  may be important to improve performance. As the example of 
Emilia Romagna illust rates, act ive support  has been perceived to be a key 
cont ributor in the region’ s successful performance in the programmes.   
x Greater use of exist ing regional actors has been found useful in the case study 
examples. Rather than increasing specif ic cent ral level support  act ivit ies, Finland 
and Ireland are mainly relying on the act ivit ies of Regional Councils and Regional 
Assemblies. The benefit  is that  they are already act ive in territorial cooperat ion, 
involved in a number of other programmes, or have an interest  in promot ional 
act ivit ies due to their wider role in developing the region. In Ireland part icularly,  
the Regional Assemblies’  abilit y to maximise local involvement  in the programmes 
has been considered crucial.   
x To ensure a standardised approach, coordination between the various 
activit ies is important .  The approach adopted in Emilia Romagna was part icularly 
praised, not  least  due to the coordinat ion group which has helped to ensure a more 
standardised approach to the management  of Interreg proj ects. Furthermore, 
Sweden is promot ing st rategic coordinat ion to avoid overlap and to ensure 
complementarity.  
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4.3 Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP) 
4.3.1 LLP support  structures 
The support  st ructures under LLP are more standardised across the part icipat ing Member 
States ref lect ing the most ly pre-allocated funding process. Decision (1720/ 2006/ EC) of 15 
November 2006 ment ions that  the responsibilit y for the coordinated management  of the 
implementat ion of LLP at  the nat ional level is the responsibilit y of a nat ional agency, which 
cannot  be a Minist ry. Furthermore, the Decision highlights that  each nat ional agency must  
have adequate staff  to fulf il it s tasks, as well as adequate infrast ructure, in part icular 
regarding informat ics and communicat ions etc. As this informat ion indicates, the 
responsibilit y is at  the nat ional level, therefore the study provides only limited informat ion 
on regional efforts (e.g. Nordrhein-West falen); see Table 18.  
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Table 18: Support structures under LLP in the case study countries/regions 
Country/region Responsible 
agency 
Number of 
staff for LLP 
Support provided 
Finland Cent re of 
Internat ional 
Mobility and 
Exchange (CIMO) 
30 Informat ion and guidance through:  
x events; 
x ‘ advisory clinics’ ;  and 
x website and various newslet ters 
Sweden Internat ional 
Programme Off ice 
for Educat ion and 
Training 
25-30 Informat ion and guidance through:  
x events (for part icipants and network partners); 
x website; and 
x various newslet ters and brochures 
Ireland Léargas 
(Comenius, 
Grundtvig, Lingua, 
Leonardo); the 
Higher Educat ion 
Authority 
(Erasmus) 
Informat ion 
n/ a98
Informat ion and guidance through:  
x events; 
x website; and 
x various good pract ice guides and brochures 
Nordrhein-
West falen 
(federal  
responsibi l i t y) 
NABIBB (Leonardo 
and Grundtvig);  
DAAD (Erasmus); 
PAD (Comenius) 
Informat ion 
n/ a 
Informat ion and guidance through: 
x events; 
x newslet ters; and 
x NRW’ s own website on the LLP 
Emilia 
Romagna 
Informat ion n/ a Informat ion 
n/ a 
Informat ion n/ a 
Scot land 
(UK) 
Brit ish Council 
(Comenius and 
Erasmus) and 
Ecotec Ltd. 
(Leonardo, 
Grundtvig and 
Transversal 
act ions) 
Informat ion 
n/ a 
Informat ion and guidance through:  
x events; 
x website; and 
x various newslet ters, documentat ion and reports 
 
4.3.2 Case study experiences 
Despite the standardised support  st ructures across the case study count ries/ regions, some 
observat ions on the effect iveness of the respect ive systems can be made. In Finland,  for 
instance, the support  of CIMO, with the help of already established networks, is perceived 
to be fully effect ive in terms of reaching all the necessary target  groups. Similarly in 
Sweden,  the previous experience of the Internat ional Programme Off ice under the Socrates 
and Leonardo da Vinci programmes is perceived as ensuring success under the LLP, although 
the new integrated programme st ructure may require more coordinat ion between the 
dif ferent  actors involved.  
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Although all the Member States are expected to work to some extent  with regional 
networks (such as universit ies etc.),  in some Member States there are also other established 
regional channels. For instance in Finland, the State Provincial Off ices assist  CIMO in 
making available informat ion about  the Grundtvig and Comenius programmes. This is a 
complementary funct ion to CIMO’ s services and has received posit ive feedback from the 
part icipants. 
4.3.3 Issues for Scotland 
Similar to the case study examples, the support  st ructures under LLP in Scot land are mainly 
based on nat ional-level act ivit ies. However, when considering the past  Scot t ish 
performance in relat ion to the UK (in the context  of vocat ional t raining, see Table 13), and 
part icularly the limited success of proj ects originat ing from outside the educat ional sector, 
increased emphasis on Scot land-specif ic act ivit ies could lead to a st rengthening of 
part icipat ion or at  least  to a more balanced representat ion of sectors in the future.   
x Case study examples indicate that, in addition to the national structures, 
regional networks and efforts are important to target potential participants. 
For instance, the addit ional efforts in Finland by the State Provincial Off ices were 
perceived to be beneficial from the applicants’  perspect ive. Similarly in Nordrhein-
West falen, although act ivit ies are limited, there is a contact  point  for the Comenius 
programme, a specif ic Land website, and also informat ion provided by the Land 
Minist ry for Schools and Further Educat ion.  
x Although Scotland may be looking to increase its level of participation, 
attention should also be paid to the quality of part icipation and to the balance 
of actors involved.  Although maximising promot ional channels is important , it  is 
equally necessary to focus on quality, as il lust rated by the examples of Finland and 
Sweden. In Finland, it  is considered more important  to gain beneficial results from 
the proj ects and valuable experiences rather than simply maximise part icipat ion. 
Similarly, in Sweden efforts are now more focused on achieving an even spread of 
applicat ions from the dif ferent  players.  
4.4 Trans-European Networks (TEN-T and TEN-E) 
4.4.1 TEN support  structures 
The support  st ructures under TEN-T and TEN-E in the case study examples (data available 
only on Finland and Sweden) are limited, and ref lect  the relat ively low importance 
at tached to the networks. The st ructures in place follow fairly standardised procedures; the 
ident if icat ion of possible proj ects is done either by relevant  public administ rat ions 
(Sweden), or by outsourcing services of a consultant  (Finland). All applicat ions are then 
required to be submit ted “ through the intermediary of the Member State concerned or by 
the body direct ly concerned with the agreement  of the Member State” .  
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Table 19 summarises the st ructures in place in Finland and Sweden under TEN-T. 
Table 19: Structures under TEN-T in Finland and Sweden 
Country Responsibility for prioritising projects for Responsibility for identification of 
submission to the Commission projects  
Finland Minist ry of Transport  and Communicat ions 
in close cooperat ion with the Minist ry of 
Finance, and the Road and Rail 
Administ rat ions. 
Consultant  
Sweden Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy and 
Communicat ions in close cooperat ion with 
the respect ive administ rat ions. 
Public administ rat ions 
 
4.4.2 Case study experiences 
As the case study sect ion indicates, TEN is not  highly priorit ised due to the limited funding  
available, part icularly under TEN-E (under which the budget  is mainly intended for 
f inancing feasibilit y studies). For instance in Nordrhein-West falen, obtaining TEN funding is 
not  a key priority due to the Land’ s own, well-developed t ransport  and energy networks 
and the variety of public funding sources available. 
In the future, TEN funding is expected to become even less important , part icularly if  the 
Commission proposals are adopted. This will part icularly affect  count ries such as Finland 
and Sweden, or the UK for instance, where the potent ial for the implementat ion of cross-
border proj ects is limited. Furthermore, the eliminat ion of the ‘ fair share’  principle used in 
decision-making is a further factor making funding for these count ries more diff icult .   
4.4.3 Issues for Scotland 
Considering the data limitat ions on TEN-T and TEN-E in Scot land, it  is dif f icult  to compare 
the support  st ructures or provide issues for discussion. However, based on the f indings of 
Finland and Sweden, it  can be assumed that  Scot land is facing similar challenges in the 
future, and hence funding under TEN-T and TEN-E is going to be signif icant ly less important  
than under the other programmes of this study.   
x TEN-T is important to get projects started, TEN-E to finance feasibility 
studies. Addit ional sources of funding will need to come from private (TEN-E) or 
the public sector (TEN-T).  
x As the case study examples indicate TEN can be an important contribution for 
domestic industry abroad.  For instance, Finland and Sweden are both interested 
in the complet ion of TEN-T proj ects outside their respect ive count ries, part icularly 
if  they facilitate their own indust ries abroad.  
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4.5 Concluding points 
Scot land has a long history of benefit ing from EU funding. When the ERDF was f irst  created, 
Scot land was the third largest  recipient  of funds in the Community, and it  remained a 
signif icant  beneficiary of the St ructural Funds throughout  the 1980s and 1990s. Scot land 
was also a pioneer in the use of EU St ructural Funds, being one of the f irst  parts of the EU 
to operate an ‘ integrated programme’  and also developing the ‘ partnership model’  which 
has been emulated elsewhere in Europe. However, the understandable focus on the large-
scale resources under St ructural Funds has tended to overshadow the growing importance 
of other sources of EU funding. 
With the focus of government  policies on growth at  EU and Scot land levels, there is an 
opportunity for Scot t ish organisat ions to benefit  to a greater extent  from the 
‘ compet it iveness’  funding available from the EU. Although Scot t ish public and private 
sector organisat ions already have a t rack record of engaging with European inst itut ions, an 
established infrast ructure for market ing and promot ional act ivity, and a wish to maximise 
the benefits of the EU, some st rengthening is perceived as necessary. The f indings of the 
f ive case study count ries/ regions suggest  that  there are a number of generic issues to be 
taken into considerat ion for maximising the benefits, part icularly under the more 
‘ compet it ive’  programmes. These are as follows. 
x To recognise that  the more ‘ compet it ive’  EU programmes are becoming increasingly 
important  sources of funding, and provide a plat form for greater European 
engagement . This applies to all actors including agencies, local authorit ies, 
universit ies, and in part icular the cent ral government .  
x To have suff icient  human resources and funding available for applicants in order to 
improve capabilit ies for at t ract ing funding under such programmes. In the case 
study count ries/ regions, these are considered as essent ial elements, part icularly 
where there is high polit ical priority at tached to the programmes.  
x To have an act ive and st rategic approach at  EU-level. The new demands, and in 
some instances growing resources, mean that  specif ic st rategies are necessary to 
improve interact ion with the EU-level actors and to inf luence the future direct ion 
of programmes. 
x To ut il ise a wide range of informat ion sources in a coordinated approach.  Although 
many organisat ions are engaged in providing advice and informat ion, it  is essent ial 
to ensure coordinat ion to avoid overlap and communicate a coherent  message to 
applicants. In the case study count ries/ regions, this is often done through one 
organisat ion (e.g. Government  agency), which may have appointed a specif ic 
person for this task.  
x To ensure a regional focus on programme act ivit ies, which are complementary to 
nat ional-level st ructures. This will enable a more balanced target ing of actors 
across the count ry, both in terms of quality and quant ity.  
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5. ANNEX: METHODOLOGICAL NOTE 
The research in the case study countries/ regions was undertaken primarily through desk 
research in the cases of Ireland, Italy and Nordrhein-West falen, while research on Finland 
and Sweden relied much more on telephone interviews. EPRC would like to thank the 
following people for their cont ribut ion to the study. 
Finland 
Ekestam Harry, Minist ry of the Interior 
Hyrsky Mikko, Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry 
Kivari Markku, St raf ica Ltd 
Kortekallio Eeva-Liisa, Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry 
Nupponen Mikko, CIMO 
Tant tu Anneli,  Minist ry of Transport  and Communicat ions 
Varj onen Jouko, Minist ry of Trade and Indust ry 
Väisänen Jat ta, Tekes 
Ireland 
Lambkin Imelda, Irish Nat ional Support  Network for FP7, Enterprise Ireland 
O’ Brien Michael, BMW Regional Assembly 
Italy 
Migliori Michele, D.G. Territorial and Negot iated Programming (Internat ional and European 
Relat ions Unit ) 
Piccinet t i Leonardo, Emilia Romagna Brussels Off ice 
Sweden 
Bergman Lars, Swedish Road Administ rat ion 
Eriksson Maria, Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy and Communicat ions 
Ilmoni Lars, Nutek 
Lindberg Johan, VINNOVA 
Lundin Niklas, Minist ry of Enterprise, Energy and Communicat ions 
Lundmark Lisa, Swedish Energy Agency 
Melin Ulf ,  Internat ional Programme Off ice for Educat ion and Training 
Moberg Anita, Environmental Protect ion Agency 
 
